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I.  Introduction 


A.  Prefatory  Comments 


For  nearly  a  year  leading  up  to  the  passage 
of  House  Resolution  258  on  February  5,  1992, 
journalists,  scholars,  former  government  offi¬ 
cials,  executive  branch  officials  and  members  of 
Congress  heatedly  debated  the  allegations  that 
motivated  this  investigation.  The  serious  impli¬ 
cations  of  the  allegations — generally  that  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  1980  Reagan/Bush  campaign  met 
secretly  with  Iranian  nationals  to  delay  the  re¬ 
lease  of  American  Embassy  personnel  then 
being  held  hostage  in  Iran — lent  added  impor¬ 
tance  to  the  debate.  Prior  to  becoming  the 
Task  Force’s  Chairman,  Congressman  Lee 
Hamilton  stated. 

If  the  allegations  are  true,  we  would 
do  a  serious  disservice  to  the  country 
if  we  failed  to  pursue  a  formal  inquiry. 

If  the  allegations  are  false,  we  would 
do  a  disservice  to  those  who  have  been 
accused  of  misconduct  if  we  failed  to 
go  forward,  because  the  passage  of 
time  has  already  shown  that  the 
charges  are  not  going  to  fade  away. 1 

One  overriding  consideration  has  directed 
this  investigation:  that  it  be  conducted  in  as 
balanced,  professional,  dispassionate,  and  bi¬ 
partisan  a  manner  as  possible.  The  individuals 
who  took  positions  on  the  October  Surprise  al¬ 
legations  did  not  have  access  to  records,  wit¬ 
nesses,  and  materials  that  would  be  available  to 
the  Task  Force.  Our  hope  was  that,  once  all  ap¬ 
propriate  witnesses  were  interviewed,  most 
under  oath;  all  available  documentation  was 
gathered,  reviewed,  and  analyzed;  all  available 
classified  intelligence  matter  was  reviewed  and 
analyzed;  and  the  results  of  previously  unavail¬ 
able  oral  and  wire  intercept  communications 
were  reviewed,  the  facts  would  speak  for  them¬ 
selves  with  little  or  no  editorial  characteriza¬ 


tion.  To  a  large  extent,  we  believe  we  have  met 
that  goal.  This  report  details  the  course  of  our 
investigation  since  the  passage  of  House  Reso¬ 
lution  258,  and  explains  why  either  wholly  in¬ 
sufficient  or  no  credible  evidence  exists  to  sub¬ 
stantiate  the  allegations  that  form  the  October 
Surprise  theory. 

B.  Task  Force  Organization 
and  Structure 


1.  Legislative  History 

The  Task  Force  of  Members  of  the  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee  to  Investigate  Certain  Alle¬ 
gations  Concerning  the  Holding  of  American 
Hostages  by  Iran  in  1980  (hereinafter  Task 
Force)  was  formed  on  February  5,  1992,  with 
the  adoption  of  House  Resolution  258  by  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

In  reporting  the  resolution  to  the  House  of 
Representatives,  the  House  Committee  on 
Rules  provided  the  following  background  on 
the  events  which  led  to  the  formation  of  the 
Task  Force: 

By  the  fall  of  1980,  fifty-two  Ameri¬ 
cans  had  been  held  hostage  in  Iran  for 
nearly  a  year.  Securing  the  release  of 
these  hostages  was  an  issue  at  the 
forefront  of  the  1980  presidential  race 
between  then  incumbent  Jimmy  Carter 
and  the  Republican  candidate  Ronald 
Reagan.  Despite  President  Carter’s 
effort  to  free  the  hostages  prior  to  the 
November  election,  the  hostages  were 
not  released  until  January  20,  1981, 
shortly  after  Ronald  Reagan’s  inaugu¬ 
ration. 

In  recent  months,  allegations  have 
been  made  in  the  media  and  elsewhere 
that  in  the  fall  of  1980  individuals  as- 
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sociated  with  the  campaign  organiza¬ 
tion  of  presidential  candidate  Ronald 
Reagan  conspired  with  representatives 
of  the  Iranian  government  to  delay  the 
release  of  United  States  hostages  until 
after  the  election,  in  exchange  for  the 
sale  of  arms  to  the  government  of 
Iran. 

Allegedly,  this  secret  agreement  was 
made  to  prevent  presidential  incum¬ 
bent,  Jimmy  Carter,  from  accomplish¬ 
ing  an  “October  Surprise”,  an  elec¬ 
tion-eve  hostage  release  that  would 
likely  have  bolstered  his  campaign. 

On  August  5,  1991,  Speaker  of  the 
House  Thomas  Foley  and  Senate  Ma¬ 
jority  Leader  George  Mitchell  an¬ 
nounced  that  they  had  requested 
House  and  Senate  committees  to  con¬ 
duct  separate  but  parallel  investiga¬ 
tions  into  these  allegations.2 

Pursuant  to  Section  1  of  House  Resolution 
258,  the  Speaker  appointed  the  following 
Democratic  members  of  the  House  to  the  Task 
Force:  Mr.  Hamilton  of  Indiana,  Chairman,  Mr. 
Solarz  of  New  York,  Mr.  Gejdenson  of  Con¬ 
necticut,  Mr.  Torricelli  of  New  Jersey,  Mr. 
Dymally  of  California,  Mr.  Berman  of  Califor¬ 
nia,  Mr.  Feighan  of  Ohio,  and  Mr.  Weiss  of 
New  York.3 

After  consultation  with  the  Republican 
Leader,  the  Speaker  also  appointed  the  follow¬ 
ing  Republican  members  of  the  House  to  the 
Task  Force:  Mr.  Hyde  of  Illinois,  Mr.  Leach  of 
Iowa,  Ms.  Snowe  of  Maine,  Mr.  Bereuter  of  Ne¬ 
braska,  and  Mr.  Goss  of  Florida. 

2.  United  States  Senate  October 
Surprise  Probe 

The  Near  East  and  South  Asia  Subcommittee 
of  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  re¬ 
tained  a  special  counsel  to  conduct  an  October 
Surprise  investigation  and  released  a  report  of 
its  findings  on  November  23,  1992.  To  the 
extent  appropriate,  the  Task  Force  coordinated 
its  efforts  with  the  Senate  probe  to  avoid  un¬ 
necessary  duplication  of  effort  and  to  reduce 
inconvenience  to  witnesses.  This  coordination 
between  the  two  inquiries  was  consistent  with 
the  Task  Force  mandate  and  rules. 


3.  Legislative  Mandate 

The  Task  Force  was  authorized  to  conduct  a 
thorough  and  complete  investigation  and  to 
make  such  findings  as  warranted  by  the  evi¬ 
dence — including  a  finding,  if  appropriate,  that 
no  credible  evidence  exists  to  support  a  specific 
allegation — with  respect  to  the  following  mat¬ 
ters: 

(a)  Communications  by  or  on  behalf 
of  the  1980  Reagan  Presidential  Cam¬ 
paign,  or  individuals  representing  or 
associated  with  that  campaign,  with 
any  person  or  persons  representing  or 
associated  with  Iranian  Government  or 
those  persons  with  Iran  holding  Amer¬ 
icans  as  Hostages  during  1979  and 
1980; 

(b)  Any  attempt  or  proposal  to  at¬ 
tempt,  by  the  1980  Reagan  Presiden¬ 
tial  Campaign  or  persons  representing 
or  associated  with  that  campaign,  to 
delay  the  release  of  the  Americans 
held  as  hostages  in  Iran; 

(c)  Any  activity  by  the  1980  Reagan 
Presidential  Campaign  to  acquire  or 
disseminate  any  information  relating 
to  actions  being  taken  or  considered 
by  the  United  States  Government  in 
an  effort  to  obtain  release  of  the 
Americans  being  held  as  hostages  in 
Iran; 

(d)  Any  sale  or  other  transmittal  of 
arms,  spare  parts  or  other  assistance 
to  Iran,  in  1980  or  thereafter,  by  any 
person  or  nation,  intended  to  delay 
the  release  of  Americans  held  as  hos¬ 
tages  by  Iran,  and  any  approval,  acqui¬ 
escence  or  knowledge  of  such  sales  or 
transmittals  by  the  1980  Reagan  Presi¬ 
dential  Campaign  or  persons  repre¬ 
senting  or  associated  with  the  cam¬ 
paign;  and 

(e)  Any  actions  taken  to  keep  com¬ 
munications  or  actions  as  described 
above,  if  any  such  actions  or  communi¬ 
cations  took  place,  from  being  re¬ 
vealed  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  or  the  American 
people.4 
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In  addition,  the  Task  Force  was  further  au¬ 
thorized  to  make  such  recommendations  to  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  as  it  deemed  ap¬ 
propriate  including  recommendations  concern¬ 
ing  the  possible  amendment  of  existing  legisla¬ 
tion  or  the  enactment  of  new  legislation.  The 
Task  Force  had  no  other  investigatory  authority 
and  therefore  scrupulously  avoided  unnecessar¬ 
ily  inquiring  into  related  but  separate  issues.5 
Task  Force  counsel  determined  at  the  outset 
that,  given  the  limited  time  period  within  which 
the  Task  Force  had  to  complete  its  investiga¬ 
tion,  examining  other  issues  would  divert  re¬ 
sources  from  our  central  focus. 

Endnotes 

1.  Floor  Statement  of  Rep.  Lee  H.  Hamilton  (Feb.  5.  1992)  at 
4-5  (in  support  of  H.  Res.  258).  Sre  Appendix  at  1-3.  The  Task 


Force  has  prepared  an  unclassified  appendix  and  a  classified  ap¬ 
pendix  containing  unredacted  classified  documents.  The  page 
references  to  the  appendix  are  the  same  in  both  the  classified 
and  unclassified  appendix.  Hereinafter  the  appendices  will  be  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  “App.”. 

2.  H.R.  Rep.  102-296,  102nd  Cong.,  1st  Sess.,  pi.  1,  at  4-5 
(1991). 

3.  The  Task  Force  wishes  to  express  its  sorrow  at  the  loss  of 
Congressman  Ted  Weiss,  who  passed  away  last  September.  Ted 
was  a  man  of  unusual  intelligence,  compassion,  and  integrity.  He 
was  a  voice  of  conscience  on  the  Foreign  Afiairs  Committee, 
where  he  earned  a  reputation  as  one  of  Congress’  most  ardent 
advocates  of  a  just  American  foreign  policy.  Ted  made  a  valuable 
contribution  to  the  Task  Force  during  the  seven  months  he 
served  on  it.  As  a  colleague  and  as  a  friend,  Ted  will  be  deeply 
missed. 

4.  H.  Res.  258. 

5.  Areas  that  touched  on  our  investigation  but  which  the  Task 
Force  avoided  included  such  things  as:  (1)  evaluating  the  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  the  Carter  administration’s  handling  of  the  hostage 
crisis;  (2)  analyzing  the  impact  of  the  hostage  situation  on  inter¬ 
nal  United  States  politics;  and,  (3)  examining  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  the  October  Surprise  allegations  and  other  investigations 
such  as  Inslaw  and  Iran-Contra. 
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II.  Executive  Summary 


A.  Findings  and  Conclusions 


1.  Conduct  of  Investigation 

The  House  October  Surprise  Task  Force 
with  an  authorized  budget  of  $1.35  million  was 
fully  staffed  to  investigate  thoroughly  the  Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise  allegations.  Ten  attorneys  and  six 
professional  investigators  on  loan  from  various 
law  enforcement  agencies  were  employed  by 
the  Task  Force  throughout  the  duration  of  the 
investigation. 

With  a  few  exceptions  1  the  Task  Force  locat¬ 
ed  and  interviewed  nearly  all  the  individuals 
around  the  world  who  claimed  either  to  have 
participated  in,  or  have  knowledge  of,  the  al¬ 
leged  events.  The  Task  Force  interviewed  and/ 
or  deposed  more  than  230  people.  Interviews 
were  conducted  across  the  United  States  as 
well  as  in  Algeria,  Belgium,  France,  Germany, 
Italy,  Portugal,  South  Africa,  Spain,  Switzerland 
and  the  United  Kingdom. 

The  Task  Force  also  had  direct  access  to  vo¬ 
luminous  documents  which  had  heretofore 
been  unavailable  to  the  scores  of  investigative 
reporters  and  authors  who  have  examined 
these  allegations.  The  Task  Force  received  and 
reviewed  tens  of  thousands  of  documents  from 
the  Department  of  State;  the  Department  of 
Defense,  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency,  the 
National  Security  Council,  and  from  other  ex¬ 
ecutive  branch  agencies.  The  Task  Force  staff 
was  particularly  fortunate  to  have  had  access  to 
the  FBFs  electronic  surveillance  tapes  of  Cyrus 
Hashemi  and  others  in  the  September 
1980-February  1981  time  period,  as  well  as 
critical  telephone  toll  records  for  the  summer 
of  1980  from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  residence  and 
the  residence  and  office  of  his  lawyer,  Stanley 
Pottinger.  The  Hashemi  electronic  surveillance 
included  over  21,000  recorded  conversations 
on  548  tapes.  With  coverage  that  comprehen¬ 


sive,  what  did  not  appear  was  often  as  impor¬ 
tant  as  what  did  appear.  Further,  the  Task 
Force  had  access  to  a  significant  collection  of 
intelligence  community  material  which  often 
filled  in  holes  in  the  factual  record  and  cor¬ 
roborated  testimony.  This  intelligence  material 
included  thousands  of  raw,  unredacted  docu¬ 
ments  from  the  CIA,  NSC,  and  National  Securi¬ 
ty  Agency  (NSA).  The  Task  Force  also  obtained 
access  to  documents  and  evidence  gathered 
during  previous  congressional  investigations 
such  as  the  Iran-Contra  and  Debategate  inquir¬ 
ies.  Likewise,  the  Task  Force  obtained  access  to 
the  privately  held  documents  of  many  of  the  in¬ 
dividuals  involved  in  the  October  Surprise  alle¬ 
gations.  This  material  included  hundreds  of 
pages  of  documents  from  foreign  private  citi¬ 
zens,  former  government  officials  of  Iran,  for¬ 
eign  journalists,  former  Reagan-Bush  campaign 
officials,  the  families  of  deceased  individuals 
(including  William  Casey)  and  many  others. 
The  Task  Force  also  obtained  public  service 
documents  available  from  various  electronic  in¬ 
formation  networks,  the  Foreign  Broadcast  In¬ 
formation  Service,  and  the  Library  of  Congress. 
In  the  final  analysis,  the  Task  Force  staff  ex¬ 
pended  thousands  of  hours  reviewing  and  ana¬ 
lyzing  these  materials. 

While  these  documents  and  materials  did  not 
establish  to  a  certainty  each  person’s  where¬ 
abouts  or  activities  on  every  single  day  during 
the  relevant  period,  or  conclusively  resolve  all 
of  the  October  Surprise  questions,  wrhen  com¬ 
bined  writh  certain  sw'orn  testimonial  evidence 
and  related  government  documents  they  made 
it  possible  for  the  Task  Force  to  reach  with 
confidence  the  conclusions  in  this  report.  In 
fact,  they  dictated  the  conclusions  that  follow. 

The  Task  Force  believes  that  it  has  conduct¬ 
ed  the  most  thorough  and  complete  investiga¬ 
tion  and  analysis  of  the  October  Surprise  alle¬ 
gations  to  date.  This  report  does  not  and  could 
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not  analyze  or  report  every  single  lead  that  was 
investigated,  every  single  phone  call  that  was 
made  or  received,  every  single  contact  that  was 
initiated.  Similarly,  the  Task  Force  did  not  re¬ 
solve  every  single  one  of  the  scores  of  curiosi¬ 
ties,  coincidences,  sub-allegations  or  unan¬ 
swered  questions  that  have  been  raised  over 
the  years  and  become  part  of  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  literature.  The  Task  Force  concluded  that 
attempting  to  “prove  a  negative” — or  in  this 
case  many  of  them — would  indeed  be  a  fool's 
errand  that  would  satisfy  no  one  and  serve  no 
useful  purpose.  Given  the  time  available  to  it, 
the  Task  Force  fully  investigated  all  of  the  prin¬ 
cipal  allegations  and  most  of  the  less  significant 
ones  before  it  reached  the  conclusions  con¬ 
tained  in  this  report. 

It  is  worth  noting  that  the  work  of  the  Task 
Force  simultaneously  benefited  from  and  was 
handicapped  by  the  passage  of  twelve  years 
since  the  period  during  which  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  events  were  said  to  have  occurred.  The 
Task  Force  benefited  from  the  fact  that  it 
could,  when  investigating  the  complicated 
world  of  Iranian  politics  during  the  1979-1981 
period,  draw  upon  years  of  historical  analysis 
and  the  clarity  of  hindsight.  For  example,  the 
Task  Force  was  able  to  evaluate  the  stops  and 
starts  of  the  formal  U.S. -Iranian  hostage  nego¬ 
tiations  without  having  to  guess  blindly  as  to 
the  underlying  political  reasons  for  these  inter¬ 
ruptions.  In  this  respect,  the  Task  Force  bene¬ 
fited  from  the  insight  of  several  Iran  scholars 
who  were  periodically  consulted  by  the  Task 
Force  on  discreet  areas  of  inquiry. 

The  passage  of  time  also  sometimes  prevent¬ 
ed  the  Task  Force  from  acquiring  records  that 
could  have  confirmed  the  whereabouts  of  sev¬ 
eral  alleged  participants  in  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  scenario.  This  was  principally  because 
many  of  the  records  generated  by  businesses — 
such  as  credit  card  receipts  and  telephone  bills, 
tickets  and  expense  vouchers — are  routinely  de¬ 
stroyed  after  several  years.  As  a  consequence, 
the  Task  Force  was  unable  to  determine  con¬ 
clusively  all  the  movements  of  several  of  the 
principal  protagonists  with  irrefutable  docu¬ 
mentary  evidence.  This  inability  to  obtain  cer¬ 
tain  records  did  not  affect  the  quality  or  con¬ 
tent  of  the  conclusions  ultimately  reached  by 
the  Task  Force. 

Before  summarizing  its  conclusions,  the  Task 
Force  believes  it  necessary  to  describe  the 
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standard  which  guided  its  evaluation  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  it  reviewed. 

2.  Standard  of  Review 

The  principal  allegations  that  were  the  focus 
of  this  investigation  are  extraordinarily  serious 
and  strike  at  the  heart  of  the  constitutional 
government  of  this  country.  The  suggestion,  in 
essence,  that  leaders  of  one  of  our  two  princi¬ 
pal  political  parties  would  attempt  to  “steal”  a 
presidential  election  by  seeking  to  prolong  the 
incarceration  of  fellow  American  citizens  by 
foreign  terrorists  is  little  short  of  treachery.  If 
true,  it  would  not  only  call  into  question  the  le¬ 
gitimacy  of  an  entire  presidency,  but  expose  a 
series  of  heinous  acts  unparalleled  in  the  histo¬ 
ry  of  the  American  political  system.  While  such 
conduct  might  be  expected  in  certain  dark  cor¬ 
ners  of  the  world,  it  would  be  wholly  beyond 
the  wildest  excesses  in  our  constitutional  histo¬ 
ry.  But  if  these  allegations  are  not  true,  the 
cloud  that  has  settled  over  the  reputations  of 
those  alleged  to  have  been  involved  must  be 
lifted. 

Accordingly,  in  evaluating  the  testimonial 
and  documentary  evidence  gathered  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  there  was  any  credible  evidence 
tending  to  support  these  allegations,  the  Task 
Force  was  very  careful  to  determine: 

1.  Whether  the  evidence  was  from  a 
credible  source; 

2.  Whether  the  evidence  was  inde¬ 
pendently  corroborated; 

3.  Whether  the  evidence  was  handi¬ 
capped  by  internal  inconsistencies; 

4.  Whether  the  evidence  was  incon¬ 
sistent  with  other  more  credible  evi¬ 
dence;  and 

5.  Whether  the  evidence  had  proba¬ 
tive  value. 

Furthermore,  the  Task  Force  particularly  fo¬ 
cused  on  certain  contemporaneous  documenta¬ 
ry  evidence,  the  creation  and  contents  of  which 
were  clearly  independent  of  and  relevant  to  the 
events  alleged.  The  Task  Force  benefited  from 
the  extensive  law  enforcement  experience  of  its 
professional  staff  in  evaluating  the  testimony, 
motives,  and  conduct  of  witnesses  who  had 
made  significant  allegations  after  they  had 


either  been  indicted,  tried,  or  incarcerated  in 
the  American  criminal  justice  system.  The  Task 
Force  also  was  sensitive  to  the  fact  that  wit¬ 
nesses  to  the  same  event  often  describe  that 
event  differently  due  to  variances  in  recollec¬ 
tion,  perception  and  personal  biases.  Indeed, 
often  the  most  difficult  witness  to  evaluate  is 
the  one  who  is  telling  the  truth,  but  for  a  varie¬ 
ty  of  reasons,  may  be  mistaken  as  to  the  facts 
he  is  describing. 

Because  this  was  not  a  criminal  investigation, 
the  Task  Force  did  not  apply  to  these  allega¬ 
tions  strict  evidentiary  standards  of  admissibil¬ 
ity  or  a  burden  of  proof  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.  Rather,  it  focused  on  collecting  and 
evaluating  whatever  evidence  it  could  obtain  re¬ 
lating  to  these  allegations  in  an  effort  to  deter¬ 
mine  if  there  was  any  credible  evidence  tending 
to  support  these  allegations,  and  if  so,  how 
much.  The  Task  Force  only  reached  a  conclu¬ 
sion  or  made  a  finding  after  determining  that 
there  was  substantial  credible  evidence  to  sup¬ 
port  it. 

3.  Conclusions 

The  following  are  the  bipartisan  conclusions 
the  Task  Force  reached  regarding  the  five  in¬ 
quiries  mandated  by  its  authorizing  legislation, 
House  Resolution  258: 

(1)  There  is  wholly  insufficient  credible 
evidence  of  any  communications  by  or  on 
behalf  of  the  1980  Reagan  Presidential 
campaign  with  any  persons  representing  or 
connected  with  the  Iranian  government  or 
with  those  holding  Americans  as  hostages 
during  the  1979-1981  period. 

The  Resolution  directed  the  Task  Force  to 
determine  whether  there  was  any  credible  evi¬ 
dence  of  communications  by  or  on  behalf  of 
the  1980  Reagan  Presidential  Campaign,  or  in¬ 
dividuals  representing  or  associated  with  that 
campaign,  with  any  person  or  persons  repre¬ 
senting,  or  associated  with,  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment,  or  with  those  persons  in  Iran  holding 
American  hostages  during  the  1979-1981 
period.  This  directive  primarily  concerns  cer¬ 
tain  alleged  meetings  in  1980  between  Reagan 
campaign  officials  and  Iranian  government  rep¬ 
resentatives  in  Madrid  and  Washington.2  In 
each  case,  the  Task  Force  met  with  the  living 
alleged  participants  in,  or  proponents  of,  these 
allegations  including:  Jamshid  Hashemi;  Ahmed 


Madani;  Arif  Durrani;  Heinrich  Rupp;  Ari  Ben- 
Menashe;  and  Richard  Babayan.  In  addition, 
the  Task  Force  was  able  to  obtain  invaluable 
documentary  evidence  relating  to  the  where¬ 
abouts  of  the  participants  (living  and  dead)  al¬ 
leged  to  have  been  at  these  meetings,  including 
the  original  records  from  the  Plaza  Hotel  in 
Madrid,  calendars  of  some  alleged  participants, 
telephone  toll  records,  as  well  as  certain  credit 
card  bills  and  receipts.  Based  upon  these  inter¬ 
views,  and  a  thorough  review  of  the  docu¬ 
ments,  the  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  there 
is  wholly  insufficient  credible  evidence  of  any 
communications  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Reagan 
Presidential  campaign  with  any  persons  repre¬ 
senting  or  connected  with  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment  or  with  those  holding  American  hostages 
during  1979-1981. 

Specifically,  with  respect  to  the  alleged  meet¬ 
ings  in  Madrid,  the  Task  Force  found  that  the 
evidence  allegedly  supporting  each  of  these 
meetings  was  neither  from  credible  sources  nor 
corroborated.  That  is,  of  the  five  individuals,  in 
addition  to  Jamshid  Hashemi,  who  were  alleged 
to  have  independent  knowledge  of  the  Madrid 
meetings,  three  (Madani,  Durrani,  and  Rupp) 
testified  under  oath  that  they  had  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  meetings.  The  Task  Force  found 
the  testimony  of  Babayan  and  Ben-Menashe  to 
be  wholly  lacking  of  any  credibility.  In  addition, 
the  Task  Force  found  that  other  evidence  said 
to  support  the  Madrid  meetings  was  either  of 
limited  probative  value  or  inconsistent  with 
credible  evidence  which  indicated  that  the 
meetings  had  not  occurred.  For  example,  the 
hotel  records,  which  could  be  said  to  corrobo¬ 
rate  the  presence  of  Jamshid  Hashemi  in 
Madrid  are  not  by  themselves  proof  of  any 
other  individual's  presence  when  balanced 
against  other  evidence.  Telephone  toll  records 
from  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  his  attorney,  as  well 
as  his  attorney’s  notes,  renders  unlikely  Cyrus 
Hashemi’s  presence  in  Madrid.  Similarly,  the 
Task  Force  found  no  evidence  establishing  that 
Reagan  campaign  manager  William  J.  Casey 
was  in  Madrid  rather  than  in  London  attending 
a  conference.  Furthermore,  overwhelming  evi¬ 
dence  indicates  that  the  preceding  weekend 
(July  25  to  July  27,  1980)  Casey  attended  the 
Bohemian  Grove  encampment  and  then  flew  to 
London;  arriving  on  July  28  and  remaining  in 
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London  until  he  returned  to  the  United  States 
on  July  29,  1980. 

With  respect  to  the  allegation  that  the  L’En- 
fant  Plaza  meeting  was  for  the  purpose  of  dis¬ 
cussing  an  October  Surprise  deal,  the  Task 
Force  concluded  that  those  allegations  by  Hou- 
shang  Lavi  and  Ari  Ben-Menashe,  concerning 
their  participation  in  and  description  of  the 
meeting,  are  internally  inconsistent  and  not 
credible.  The  testimony  of  Lavi’s  attorney, 
Mitchell  Rogovin,  as  well  as  Rogovin’s  contem¬ 
poraneous  notes,  further  undercut  Lavi’s  asser¬ 
tion  that  he  participated  in  this  meeting.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  the  testimony  of  Lavi  and  Ben-Men- 
ashe  is  inconsistent  with  the  more  credible  tes¬ 
timony  of  Richard  Allen,  Laurence  Silberman 
and  Robert  McFarlane  as  to  who  was  present 
and  what  actually  happened  in  the  meeting. 

With  regard  to  three  additional  meetings  al¬ 
leged  to  have  occurred  in  1980  and  1981  be¬ 
tween  certain  Reagan  campaign  officials  and 
Iranians  at  different  hotels  in  New  York,  Wash¬ 
ington,  and  London,  the  Task  Force  found  no 
credible  evidence  as  to  the  Washington  and 
New  York  meetings  and  insufficient  credible 
evidence  as  to  the  London  meeting.  The  Task 
Force  found  the  uncorroborated  testimony  as 
to  each  of  the  meetings  to  be  the  product  of  a 
non-credible  source.  The  testimony  was  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  more  credible  testimony 
of  those  alleged  to  have  been  there  and  the  cir¬ 
cumstantial  evidence  strongly  suggested  that 
the  alleged  participants  were  elsewhere.  In  one 
of  these  instances,  in  fact,  the  source  denied 
ever  alleging  the  meeting  took  place. 

Finally,  in  certain  limited  instances,  the  Task 
Force  encountered  evidence  relating  to  possi¬ 
ble  communications  between  Republicans  and 
Iranians  in  1980  from  sources  that  were  either 
credible  or  whose  credibility  could  not  be  as¬ 
sessed.  In  those  instances,  the  probative  value 
of  the  evidence  was  so  limited  that  it  did  not 
tend  to  either  support  or  undermine  the  occur¬ 
rence  of  the  possible  communication.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  it  is  worth  noting  that  with  regard  to 
the  meeting  alleged  to  have  taken  place  in 
Paris,  discussed  in  this  Report,  the  Task  Force 
reviewed  evidence  of  possible  contacts  between 
Republicans  and  Iranians  offered  in  the  public 
statements  and  writings  of  Sadegh  Ghotbzadeh. 
It  also  spoke  to  those  individuals  with  whom 
Ghotbzadeh  himself  had  spoken  about  these  al¬ 
leged  contacts.  While  the  Task  Force  could  not 


directly  assess  Ghotbzadeh’s  credibility,  the 
Task  Force  determined  that  the  basis  for  his 
beliefs  may  well  be  irrelevant  to  the  October 
Surprise  allegations.  That  is,  as  discussed  fully 
in  Section  VII  of  the  Report,  Ghotbzadeh  most 
probably  was  referring  to  earlier  non-hostage 
related  contacts  made  by  Henry  Kissinger  and/ 
or  David  Rockefeller  on  behalf  of  the  Shah,  and 
not  by  William  Casey  on  behalf  of  the  Reagan 
Presidential  campaign  when  he  spoke  of  Re¬ 
publican  contacts.  Thus,  while  Ghotbzadeh’s 
statements  may  well  be  credible,  they  remain 
subject  to  interpretation.  What  is  certain,  is 
that  he  never  offered  corroborative  evidence  to 
those  with  whom  he  spoke  and  the  Task  Force 
found  none.  Accordingly,  the  Task  Force  con¬ 
cludes  that  there  is  wholly  insufficient  credible 
evidence  to  support  the  allegations  of  contacts 
between  Republicans  and  Iranians. 

(2)  There  is  no  credible  evidence  support¬ 
ing  any  attempt  or  proposal  to  attempt ,  by 
the  Reagan  Presidential  Campaign — or  per¬ 
sons  representing  or  associated  with  the  cam¬ 
paign — to  delay  the  release  of  the  American 
hostages  in  Iran. 

Several  individuals  have  alleged  that  William 
Casey  and  other  Reagan  campaign  officials  en¬ 
gaged  in  discussions  with  Iranians  calculated  to 
delay  the  release  of  the  American  hostages 
until  after  the  1980  election.  These  discussions 
are  said  to  have  occurred  primarily  in  a  series 
of  meetings  in  Paris  in  October  1980. 

The  Task  Force  questioned  under  oath  the 
witnesses  who  claimed  to  have  relevant  knowl¬ 
edge  of  these  alleged  meetings  and  reviewed 
any  documentary  evidence  purporting  to  sup¬ 
port  the  existence  of  these  meetings.  The  Task 
Force  found  no  credible  evidence  that  the 
meetings  took  place  as  alleged.  Particularly,  the 
Task  Force  has  found  the  testimony  of  those 
individuals  claiming  personal  knowledge  of  the 
meetings  to  lack  credibility. 

The  Task  Force  identified  and  investigated 
various  allegations  of  an  October  meeting  in 
Paris  between  representatives  of  the  Reagan 
campaign  and  of  the  Iranian  government.  One 
of  the  most  prominent  accounts  is  attributed  by 
numerous  reporters  and  journalists  to  Ari  Ben- 
Menashe.  Another  account  has  been  given  by 
Richard  Brenneke.  Variations  have  also  been 
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given  by  Jamshid  Hashemi,  Houshang  Lavi  and 
others. 

Ari  Ben-Menashe  made  several  allegations 
that  proved  to  be  factually  incorrect.  Documen¬ 
tary  evidence  showed  that  Ben-Menashe  was 
not  in  Paris  during  the  time  period  he  had  al¬ 
leged.  Brenneke’s  accounts  of  the  meetings 
also  were  disproved  by  forensically  examined 
documentary  evidence  that  showed  that  he  too 
was  not  in  Paris  during  the  period  alleged. 
When  deposed  under  oath  by  the  Task  Force, 
Jamshid  Hashemi  denied  that  he  had  any 
knowledge  of  a  Paris  meeting,  that  he  had  ever 
been  told  about  a  meeting,  and  that  he  had 
ever  meant  to  say  that  he  had  such  knowledge, 
even  though  numerous  reputable  journalists 
had  attributed  the  story  to  him.  Lavi’s  assertion 
that  he  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  were  in  Paris  is  re¬ 
futed  by  authorized  wiretaps  and  the  diary  of 
Mitchell  Rogovin,  Lavi’s  lawyer.  The  testimony 
of  others  claiming  personal  knowledge  of  these 
events  was  impeached  either  by  documentary 
evidence  or,  in  the  case  of  one,  by  an  admis¬ 
sion  that  he  had  fabricated  his  story.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  absence  of  corroborative  evidence 
to  support  them,  their  accounts  are  riddled 
with  internal  inconsistencies  and  are  contradict¬ 
ed  by  a  considerable  amount  of  credible  docu¬ 
mentary  evidence.  The  Task  Force  also  found 
credible,  consistent  and  corroborated  Secret 
Service  evidence  demonstrating  that  Vice  Presi¬ 
dential  candidate  George  Bush  was  in  Washing¬ 
ton  on  the  weekend  in  question,  not  in  Paris,  as 
has  been  alleged.  Similarly,  the  presence  of 
Donald  Gregg  in  the  United  States  rather  than 
in  Paris,  as  has  been  alleged,  was  verified 
during  the  investigation. 

Finally,  the  Task  Force  concludes  that  to  the 
extent  there  was  any  supporting  evidence  pro¬ 
vided  by  parties  claiming  to  have  heard  state¬ 
ments  from  others  about  such  meetings,  the  in¬ 
formation  was  either  of  limited  probative  value 
or  far  less  compelling  than  the  more  credible 
evidence  which  suggested  that  the  meetings 
had  not  occurred.  Accordingly,  the  Task  Force 
has  concluded  that  there  is  no  credible  evi¬ 
dence  supporting  these  delay  allegations. 

(3)  There  is  substantial  credible  evidence 
that  individuals  associated  with  the  1980 
Reagan  Presidential  campaign  did  acquire 
and  or  disseminate  information  relating  to 
actions  being  taken  or  considered  by  the 
United  States  government  to  obtain  the  re¬ 


lease  of  the  Americans  being  held  as  hostages 
in  Iran. 

The  Task  Force  has  found  that  a  number  of 
Reagan  Presidential  Campaign  staff  members 
had  obtained  and/or  disseminated  information 
relating  to  actions  being  taken  or  considered  by 
the  United  States  government  to  obtain  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  Americans  being  held  as  hostages 
in  Iran.  But  the  Task  Force  found  no  credible 
evidence  that  these  campaign  aides  illegally 
sought  or  disseminated  classified  information. 

The  record  further  demonstrates  that  the 
Reagan  campaign  was  very  concerned  with  the 
impact  a  release  of  the  hostages  before  the  No¬ 
vember  election  would  have  on  the  American 
electorate.  Thus,  they  established  both  formal 
and  informal  working  groups  that  concentrated 
on  hostage  related  issues.  Additionally,  the 
Reagan  campaign  perceived  that  President 
Carter  had  manipulated  the  timing  of  a  press 
statement  on  the  hostage  situation  for  political 
gain  during  the  April  1980  Wisconsin  primary. 
To  insure  that  the  hostage  issue  would  not 
upset  their  campaign  strategy,  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  undertook  a  series  of  activities  to  remain 
abreast  of  the  Carter  administration’s  hostage- 
related  activities.  Included  among  the  Reagan 
campaign  activities  was  the  purposeful  monitor¬ 
ing  of  public  source  information  concerning 
the  hostage  crisis.  Reagan-Bush  campaign  for¬ 
eign  policy  advisors  often  spoke  with  their 
counterparts  in  the  executive  branch  to  learn 
what  information  they  could.  In  addition  to 
monitoring  information  of  developments  con¬ 
cerning  the  hostage  crisis,  the  campaign  staff 
additionally  conducted  visual  monitoring  of 
certain  military  locations  to  determine  whether 
it  could  detect  any  activities  suggesting  either  a 
possible  rescue  mission,  staging  for  the  hos¬ 
tages’  return,  or  shipment  of  military  equip¬ 
ment  in  exchange  for  the  hostages’  release. 
The  Reagan  campaign  staff  also  obtained  non¬ 
public  information  regarding  a  variety  of  issues 
including  the  Iran-Iraq  war,  a  possible  second 
rescue  mission,  and  the  location  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.  The  Task  Force  has  found  no  credible 
evidence  that  these  activities  were  illegal. 

The  Majority  believes  that  legitimate  ques¬ 
tions  can  be  raised  about  the  campaign  staff s 
failure  to  notify  U.S.  government  officials  about 
the  receipt  of  certain  “over  the  transom’’  con¬ 
veyances  of  information,  and  about  the  trans- 
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mission  of  this  information  to  selected  media 
outlets  to  influence  reporting  on  activities  of 
the  Carter  administration.  But,  the  Task  Force 
found  that  none  of  the  information  received  or 
disseminated  was  acquired  or  passed  on  for  the 
purpose  of  undermining  the  Carter  administra¬ 
tion’s  efforts  to  gain  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.  Although  the  Majority  believes  that  an 
argument  can  be  made  that  some  materials  that 
were  disseminated  had  an  unintended  impact 
on  the  hostage  negotiations,  the  Task  Force 
found  insufficient  credible  evidence  suggesting 
that  Reagan  campaign  officials  willfully  re¬ 
ceived,  obtained  or  disseminated  classified  in¬ 
formation,  the  release  of  which  might  have 
jeopardized  either  the  conducting  of  American 
foreign  policy  or  the  release  of  the  hostages. 

(4)  There  is  no  credible  evidence  of  any 
link  between  any  sales  or  transmittals  of 
U.  S.  arms,  spare  parts  or  other  assistance  to 
Iran  with  the  release  of  American  hostages  in 
Iran. 

The  central,  and  unifying  allegation,  among 
those  the  Task  Force  investigated  was  that  the 
Iranians  received  arms  from,  or  through,  the 
Reagan  Administration  as  a  quid  pro  quo  for  de¬ 
laying  the  release  of  the  hostages.  The  Task 
Force  investigated  the  specific  transactions 
cited  by  the  accusers,  as  well  as  the  records  of 
the  various  government  agencies  involved  in 
maintaining  and  participating  in  all  other  arms 
transactions  involving  Iran  in  the  pertinent 
time  period.  Based  on  this  extensive  review, 
the  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  there  is  no 
credible  evidence  linking  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  to  any  arms  transactions  with  Iran. 

First,  as  to  the  credibility  of  those  alleging  a 
link  between  the  two,  these  witnesses  were 
found  to  be  unworthy  of  belief  as  to  their  alle¬ 
gations  regarding  arms  sales.  Further,  in  some 
cases,  these  accusers  were  contradicted  by  inde¬ 
pendent  documentary  evidence. 

With  respect  to  those  arms  transactions  sup¬ 
posedly  linked  to  the  hostages,  the  Task  Force 
interviewed  and  deposed  most  of  the  principles 
involved  in  those  transactions.  These  individ¬ 
uals  specifically  denied  any  knowledge  linking 
their  sale  with  the  hostages,  and  described  the 
events  surrounding  each  transaction  in  such  a 
way  as  to  obviate  the  possibility  of  linkage. 
That  is,  all  of  the  participants  in  the  October 
23,  1980  sale  of  F-4  tires  by  Israel  to  Iran  testi¬ 


fied  that  this  sale  was  a  small  part  of  a  larger 
series  of  private  arms  deals  the  purpose  of 
which  was  to  make  money  for  the  arms  brokers. 
They  had  no  hostage-related  ulterior  motive 
for  the  sale.  The  Task  Force  found  their  testi¬ 
mony  credible. 

Moreover,  the  Task  Force  through  its  docu¬ 
mentary  evidence  gathering  process  was  able  to 
review  the  United  States  government  agency 
records  relating  to  Iranian  arms  transactions 
during  relevant  periods.  Interviews  relating 
thereto  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  myriad  in¬ 
telligence,  defense,  and  foreign  service  person¬ 
nel  monitoring  such  transactions  found  no  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  quid  pro  quo  ”  alleged. 

Indeed,  in  the  one  instance  in  October  1980 
where  the  Iranians  had  the  opportunity  to 
obtain  military  spare  parts,  among  the  other 
assets  which  President  Carter  would  unfreeze 
upon  the  release  of  the  hostages,  they  refused 
to  pursue  the  opportunity  despite  the  pressures 
of  the  Iraqi  war.  In  the  absence  of  credible  evi¬ 
dence  of  a  better  deal  by  the  Republicans, 
Iran’s  refusal  to  deal  with  the  United  States 
strongly  suggests  that  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  was  a  political  decision  inextricably  linked 
to  an  array  of  complex  internal  factors. 

Finally,  the  Task  Force  reviewed  extensive 
cable  traffic  between  the  State  Department  and 
the  U.S.  Embassy  in  Israel,  as  well  as  the  Em¬ 
bassy’s  contacts  with  the  Israeli  government,  in 
an  effort  to  determine  whether  the  Reagan  Ad¬ 
ministration  might  have  secretly  authorized 
Israel  to  facilitate  post-release  arms  deals  with 
Iran  as  a  quid  pro  quo.  This  documentary  review, 
combined  with  the  sworn  testimony  of  key 
Reagan  and  Carter  administration  officials,  in¬ 
cluding  career  senior  State  Department  officials 
and  intelligence  officers,  conclusively  estab¬ 
lished  that  the  Reagan  Administration  upheld 
the  arms  embargo  with  Iran  and  encouraged  its 
allies  to  do  the  same.  An  internal  Israeli  inves¬ 
tigation  conducted  for  the  Task  Force,  corrobo¬ 
rated  the  Task  Force’s  findings.  The  Task 
Force  concluded  that  arms  transactions  of  the 
kind  suggested  by  the  allegations  could  not 
have  occurred  without  many  career  intelligence 
and  foreign  affairs  officers  learning  about 
them.  Accordingly,  the  Task  Force  finds  no 
credible  evidence  to  support  this  allegation. 

(5)  There  is  no  credible  evidence  of  any 
actions  being  taken  by  Reagan  campaign  of 
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finals  to  keep  any  communications  or  actions 
from  being  revealed  to  the  Government  of  the 
United  States,  other  than  in  one  instance 
about  which  the  Majority  and  Minority  dis¬ 
agree. 

Allegations  that  Reagan  campaign  officials 
covered  up  certain  communications  or  actions 
have  been  less  central  to  the  key  allegations 
which  prompted  this  investigation.  A  number 
of  discrete  events  could  be  included  under  the 
umbrella  of  this  mandate.  As  to  those,  the  Task 
Force  has  concluded  that  these  acts,  in  and  of 
themselves,  cannot  convincingly  be  said  to  have 
been  performed  for  the  ulterior  motive  of  con¬ 
cealing  information  of  a  supposed  October  Sur¬ 
prise  deal  or  denying  the  U.S.  government  of 
information  to  which  it  was  objectively  entitled. 

For  example,  it  has  been  alleged  that  certain 
Reagan  Administration  law  enforcement  deci¬ 
sions  (i.e.,  the  termination  in  1981  of  the  FBI’s 
electronic  surveillance  of  the  Hashemi  broth¬ 
ers,  and  the  dismissing  of  the  indictment 
against  Jamshid  Hashemi),  were  intended  to 
cover  up  an  October  Surprise  deal.  Interviews 
with  the  principals  involved,  as  well  as  a  thor¬ 
ough  review  of  the  relevant  documents,  led  the 
Task  Force  to  conclude  that  these  decisions 
were  made  for  legitimate  law  enforcement  rea¬ 
sons. 

It  has  also  been  alleged  that  the  sudden 
death  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  1986  was  actually 
an  assassination  by  an  American  Customs  agent 
to  prevent  Cyrus  from  revealing  the  Reagan 
Campaign's  1980  arms  for  hostages  deal. 
Again,  as  with  the  other  law  enforcement 
issues,  there  is  no  credible  evidence  to  support 
this  allegation  and  there  is  overwhelming  evi¬ 


dence  indicating  that  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  death 
was,  in  fact,  caused  by  natural  causes. 

In  one  instance,  the  Majority  Members  of  the 
Task  Force  believe  that  Reagan  campaign  offi¬ 
cials  received  information  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza 
Hotel  which  should  have  been  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  U.S.  government,  and  that 
their  failure  to  do  so  constitutes  some  credible 
evidence  of  “an  action  being  taken  ...  to  keep 
[that  information]  from  being  revealed."  On 
the  other  hand,  given  the  nature  and  contents 
of  this  conversation,  the  Minority  Members  of 
the  Task  Force  neither  believe  that  these  indi¬ 
viduals  were  required  by  any  objective  standard 
to  bring  that  information  to  the  attention  of  the 
U.S.  government,  nor  that  their  failure  to  do  so 
constituted  an  “action"  to  conceal  that  infor¬ 
mation  from  the  U.S.  government.  Regardless, 
both  the  Majority  and  Minority  agree  that  con¬ 
trary  to  what  has  been  alleged,  the  purpose  of 
the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting  was  not  connected 
to  any  attempt  to  affect  the  release  of  the 
American  hostages. 

Otherwise,  both  the  Majority  and  Minority 
agree  that  there  is  no  credible  evidence  indicat¬ 
ing  Reagan  campaign  officials  kept  communica¬ 
tions  of  the  kind  described  in  the  mandate 
from  U.S.  government  officials. 

Endnotes 

1.  The  Task  Force  was  denied  entry  into  Iran.  Israel  conducted 
its  own  investigation  after  consulting  with  the  Task  Force.  The 
results  of  its  inquiry  were  forwarded  to  Task  Force  counsel. 

2.  For  the  purposes  of  this  report,  the  Task  Force  considered 
the  evidence  of  the  Paris  meeting  in  the  section  involving  at¬ 
tempts  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages  (Section  2).  This 
placement,  while  somewhat  arbitrary,  was  made  because  the  Paris 
meetings  have  always  been  alleged  to  have  been  the  time  at 
which  the  decision  to  delay  the  release  date  in  exchange  for 
promises  of  military  equipment  was  finalized. 
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III.  Standard  of  Review  and  Memorandum 

of  Understanding 


A.  Standard  of  Review 


The  principal  allegations  that  were  the  focus 
of  this  investigation  are  extraordinarily  serious 
and  strike  at  the  heart  of  the  constitutional 
government  of  this  country.  The  suggestion,  in 
essence,  that  leaders  of  one  of  the  two  princi¬ 
pal  political  parties  would  even  attempt  to 
“steal”  a  presidential  election  by  seeking  to 
prolong  incarceration  of  fellow  American  citi¬ 
zens  by  foreign  terrorists  is  little  short  of  out¬ 
right  treachery.  If  true,  it  would  not  only  call 
into  question  the  legitimacy  of  an  entire  presi¬ 
dency,  but  expose  a  series  of  heinous  acts  un¬ 
paralleled  in  the  history  of  the  American  politi¬ 
cal  system.  While  such  conduct  might  be  ex¬ 
pected  in  certain  dark  corners  of  the  world, 
they  would  be  wholly  beyond  the  wildest  ex¬ 
cesses  in  our  constitutional  history. 

Similarly,  if  these  same  principal  allegations 
were  not  true,  the  cloud  that  settled  over  the 
reputations  of  those  alleged  to  have  been  in¬ 
volved  must  be  lifted. 

Accordingly,  in  evaluating  the  testimonial 
and  documentary  evidence  gathered  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  there  was  any  credible  evidence 
tending  to  support  these  allegations,  the  Task 
Force  was  very  careful  to  determine: 

1.  Whether  the  evidence  was  from  a 
credible  source; 

2.  Whether  the  evidence  was  inde¬ 
pendently  corroborated; 

3.  Whether  the  evidence  was  handi¬ 
capped  by  internal  inconsistencies; 

4.  Whether  the  evidence  was  incon¬ 
sistent  with  other  more  credible  evi¬ 
dence;  and 


5.  Whether  the  evidence  had  limited 
probative  value. 

Moreover,  the  Task  Force  particularly  fo¬ 
cused  on  certain  contemporaneous  documenta¬ 
ry  evidence,  the  creation  and  contents  of  which 
were  clearly  independent  and  relevant  to  the 
events  alleged.  The  Task  Force  was  particularly 
mindful  of  the  extensive  collective  law  enforce¬ 
ment  experience  of  its  professional  staff  in 
evaluating  the  testimony,  motives  and  conduct 
of  those  witnesses  who  had  made  substantial  al¬ 
legations  in  this  matter  after  they  had  been 
either  indicted,  tried  or  incarcerated  by  the 
American  criminal  justice  system.  That  same 
collective  experience  made  us  sensitive  to  the 
regularly  occurring  phenomena  of  multiple  wit¬ 
nesses  to  the  same  event  describing  that  event 
differently  based  on  their  own  powers  of  recol¬ 
lection,  perception  and  biases.  The  most  diffi¬ 
cult  witness  to  evaluate  is  the  one  who  is  telling 
the  truth,  but  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  may  be 
mistaken  as  to  the  facts  they  are  describing. 

Because  this  was  not  a  criminal  investigation, 
the  Task  Force  did  not  concern  itself  with  judg¬ 
ing  these  allegations  utilizing  evidentiary  stand¬ 
ards  of  admissibility  or  burdens  of  proof 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt.  Rather,  it  focused 
on  collecting  and  evaluating  whatever  evidence 
it  could  obtain  relating  to  these  allegations  in 
an  effort  to  determine  if  there  was  any  credible 
evidence  tending  to  support  these  allegations, 
and  if  so,  how  much.  In  the  course  of  that 
process,  the  Task  Force  only  reached  a  conclu¬ 
sion  or  made  a  finding  after  determining  that 
there  was  substantial  credible  evidence  to  sup¬ 
port  it. 

As  we  indicated  in  our  executive  summary, 
the  Task  Force  did  not  believe  it  would  serve  a 
useful  purpose  or  satisfy  common  sense  by 
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trying  to  “prove  a  negative.”  In  other  words, 
the  Task  Force  set  out  to  locate,  review  and 
analyze  all  evidence  tending  to  show  certain  al¬ 
leged  activities  occurred.  We  did  not  try  to 
show  that  under  no  circumstances  did  the  al¬ 
leged  activities  not  occur. 

B.  Memorandum  of 
U  nderstanding 

To  enable  the  Task  Force  to  conduct  a  thor¬ 
ough,  independent,  and  professional  investiga¬ 
tion,  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority 
member  asked  the  Departments  of  Justice  and 
the  Treasury  to  assign  six  experienced,  special 
agents  to  the  investigation.  These  agents  pro¬ 
vided  outstanding  support  to  the  Task  Force. 
In  an  effort  to  ensure  that  the  inquiry  would  be 
conducted  in  as  bipartisan  a  manner  as  possi¬ 
ble,  chief  counsel  and  chief  minority  counsel 
agreed  to  a  Memorandum  of  Understanding 
(MOU)  with  respect  to  the  utilization  of  the 
agents  detailed  to  the  Task  Force.1  The  MOU 


provided  that  the  investigators  assigned  by  Jus¬ 
tice  and  Treasury  would  be  a  joint  resource.  It 
was  also  agreed  that,  all  assignments  to  the  in¬ 
vestigators  of  the  chief  counsel  and/or  the 
chief  minority  counsel,  would,  for  administra¬ 
tive  purposes  be  made  either  by  or  through  the 
chief  counsel.  In  all  cases,  however,  the  chief 
counsel  would  provide  timely  notice  to  chief 
minority  counsel  of  all  investigative  assign¬ 
ments.  The  MOU  further  provided  that  inter¬ 
views  would  be  conducted  under  oath  only  at 
the  direction  of  the  chief  counsel  upon  consul¬ 
tation  with  the  chief  minority  counsel,  and  that 
the  schedule  of  interviews  would  be  provided 
by  the  parties  with  sufficient  advance  notice  to 
ensure  attendance  by  both  sides.  Finally,  the 
MOU  provided  that  the  investigators*  interview 
reports  would  be  completed  expeditiously  and 
would  be  furnished  both  to  minority  and  ma¬ 
jority  staff  simultaneously. 

Endnote 

1  See  App.  at  4-5. 
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IV.  Evidence  Gathering  and  Investigative 

Process 


A.  Testimony 

The  overwhelming  majority  of  the  testimony 
was  taken  under  oath.  Both  majority  and  mi¬ 
nority  staff  counsel  were  present  at  all  inter¬ 
views  and  depositions.  The  testimony  was 
either  preserved  by  tape  recorder  or  was  tran¬ 
scribed  by  a  certified  court  reporter  provided 
by  the  Office  of  Official  Reporters  to  Commit¬ 
tees  of  the  House  of  Representatives.  Testimo¬ 
ny  was  taken  in  either  of  two  formats.  Prelimi¬ 
nary  “discovery”  inquiries  were  conducted  in  a 
less  formal  interview  format,  many  under  oath. 
Depositions  were  taken  in  a  more  formal  ques¬ 
tion  and  answer  format.  The  Task  Force  staff 
interviewed  230  individuals. 

The  Subcommittee  on  Near  Eastern  and 
South  Asian  Affairs  of  the  United  States  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  authorized  a 
limited  investigation  pursuant  to  a  formally 
adopted  “Guiding  Principles  for  Investigation.” 
To  the  extent  appropriate,  the  Task  Force  co¬ 
ordinated  its  efforts  with  those  of  the  Senate 
staff,  primarily  to  avoid  unnecessary  duplication 
of  effort,  to  lessen  inconvenience  to  witnesses 
and  generally  to  maximize  efficiency  and  econ¬ 
omy.  To  the  extent  that  the  Task  Force  and 
Senate  investigators  conducted  joint  interviews 
and  shared  information,  the  cooperation  was 
effected  in  a  manner  consistent  with  this  Task 
Force  mandate  and  Rules.  In  addition,  the  Task 
Force  had  access  to  all  the  testimony  taken  by 
the  Senate.  We  are  grateful  to  the  Senate  staff 
for  their  assistance,  diligence  and  analysis. 

B.  Documents 


Documents  were  obtained  from  Federal 
agencies  and  from  private  individuals.  Docu¬ 
ments  are  identified  by  the  name  of  the  source 


and  type  of  document.  All  documents  received 
by  the  Task  Force  were  stamped  with  a  Bates 
identification  number. 

The  Task  Force  sought  relevant  documents 
and  information  from  various  federal  agencies. 
Nearly  all  the  federal  agencies  contacted  by  the 
Task  Force  cooperated  expeditiously  with  doc¬ 
ument  requests. 

Much  of  the  information  and  documents 
sought  by  the  Task  Force  had  been  created 
during  1979  and  1980.  The  October  Surprise 
allegations  did  not  surface  until  the  mid- 1980’s, 
however.  Because  of  the  long  evolution  of  the 
October  Surprise  story,  executive  branch  agen¬ 
cies  did  not  begin  to  organize  their  relevant  in¬ 
formation  and  documents  in  a  manner  consist¬ 
ent  with  the  concerns  of  the  Task  Force  until 
late  1991  in  response  to  requests  from  either 
the  Task  Force  or  the  White  House  Interagen¬ 
cy  October  Surprise  Working  Group  estab¬ 
lished  by  the  White  House  in  1991  prior  to  the 
formal  creation  of  the  House  October  Surprise 
Task  Force.  The  Task  Force  attempted  to  ac¬ 
quire  from  executive  branch  agencies  all  of  the 
documents  which  they  transmitted  to  the  White 
House  Inter-Agency  Working  Group  on  the 
October  Surprise. 

The  Task  Force  also  obtained  an  historical 
chronology  of  the  internal  politics  of  Iran  pre¬ 
pared  by  an  independent  scholar,  with  review 
and  assistance  by  a  number  of  other  Iranian  ex¬ 
perts.1  The  chronology  provided  an  historical 
context  essential  for  understanding  the  events 
and  conduct  evaluated  by  the  Task  Force.  The 
Task  Force  elected  to  have  the  chronology  pre¬ 
pared  by  an  independent  scholar  in  order  to 
ensure  its  objectivity.  Many  Task  Force  wit¬ 
nesses  linked  their  testimony  to  events  in  Iran. 
The  chronology  gave  the  Task  Force  an  inde- 
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pendent  baseline  from  which  to  evaluate  wit¬ 
ness  statements. 

1.  Acquisition  of  Classified  and 
Non-Classified  Federal 
Goverment  Documents 

The  Task  Force  sought  relevant  documents 
from  numerous  federal  agencies.  Although  the 
pace  and  scope  of  cooperation  varied  by 
agency,  most  were  generally  cooperative,  with 
some  committing  substantial  resources  to  assist 
the  Task  Force. 

The  Task  Force  initially  submitted  written  re¬ 
quests  to  Federal  agencies  based  on  informa¬ 
tion  available  in  the  public  record.  The  agen¬ 
cies  identified  responsive  documents  and,  with 
few  exceptions,  made  them  available  for  review. 
Security  arrangements  were  made  for  review  of 
classified  documents.  As  the  investigation  pro¬ 
gressed  and  the  Task  Force  discovered  new  in¬ 
formation,  written  or  oral  requests  for  addi¬ 
tional  documents  were  made.  The  Task  Force 
also  deposed  relevant  agency  personnel  regard¬ 
ing  the  nature  and  contents  of  many  of  the 
documents. 

Some  agencies  permitted  the  Task  Force  to 
retain  copies  of  pertinent  documents,  others 
did  not.  Review  of  highly  classified  documents 
was  difficult  logistically  because  the  Task  Force 
did  not  have  a  secure  facility  for  storage  of 
such  documents  until  mid-December.  As  a 
result,  staff  were  required  to  go  to  agency  of¬ 
fices  to  review  the  documents  or  to  rely  on 
agency  security  personnel  to  bring  documents 
to  the  Task  Force  office  for  review. 

Upon  the  conclusion  of  the  Task  Force’s 
business,  most  classified  materials  will  be  re¬ 
turned  to  their  originating  agencies.  Task  Force 
materials  which  contain  classified  information 
will  become  the  records  of  the  House  Perma¬ 
nent  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence. 

This  report  was  reviewed  by  relevant  agen¬ 
cies  for  disclosure  of  classified  material.  Where 
disclosure  was  a  possibility,  an  effort  was  made 
to  provide  the  relevant  information  in  unclassi¬ 
fied  form.  Pertinent  classified  information  is 
preserved  in  the  Classified  Appendix. 

a.  Central  Intelligence  Agency  (CIA) 

The  Central  Intelligence  Agency  was  highly 
responsive  to  requests  for  information  and  doc¬ 
uments  from  the  Task  Force.  The  CIA  provid¬ 


ed  unrestricted  access  by  a  limited  number  of 
Task  Force  staff  to  a  wide  variety  of  requested 
materials,  including  files  maintained  on  several 
individuals  relevant  to  the  October  Surprise  al¬ 
legations  as  well  as  internal  memoranda  and 
cables  regarding  various  October  Surprise  re¬ 
lated  events.  The  open  access  provided  by  the 
CIA  enabled  the  Task  Force  to  assess  meaning¬ 
fully  the  credibility  of  the  information  provid¬ 
ed.  The  CIA  also  made  numerous  current  and 
former  Agency  employees  available  to  the  Task 
Force  for  interviews  or  depositions.  The  Task 
Force  reviewed  agency  files  on  over  85  individ¬ 
uals,  as  well  as  sensitive  operational  files.  The 
Task  Force  reviewed  well  over  5,000  pages  of 
CIA  documents.  The  combination  of  unedited 
access  to  documents  and  unrestricted  access  to 
current  and  former  personnel  was  of  substan¬ 
tial  assistance  to  the  Task  Force. 

b.  Department  of  Defense  (DOD) 

Approximately  17,000  documents  from  47 
DOD  organizations  were  provided  to  the  Task 
Force  for  review.  At  the  Task  Force’s  request, 
DOD  allowed  the  Task  Force  to  retain  copies 
of  approximately  680  documents. 

( i)  Xational  Security  Agency  (XSA ) 

The  National  Security  Agency  also  respond¬ 
ed  fully  and  completely  to  Task  Force  requests, 
making  available  thousands  of  pages  of  unre¬ 
dacted,  highly-classified  material.  This  material 
provided  significant  corroboration  to  some 
Task  Force  conclusions.  The  agency  also  freely 
made  available  its  relevant  personnel  to  assist 
in  our  search  and  analysis. 

( it )  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  ( DIA ) 

The  Defense  Department  permitted  the  Task 
Force  to  review  DIA  reports  that  described  al¬ 
leged  Iranian  arms  transactions.  These  reports 
assisted  the  Task  Force  in  identifying  over  25 
countries  from  which  arms  were  directly  or  in¬ 
directly  sold  to  Iran. 

c.  Department  of  Justice  (DOJ) 

The  Task  Force  was  granted  access  to  rele¬ 
vant  files  from  the  Department  of  Justice  relat¬ 
ing  to  legal  proceedings  involving  Richard 
Brenneke,  Dirk  Stoflberg,  Reiner  Jacobi,  Ari 
Ben-Menashe  and  the  Hashemi  brothers.  The 
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Justice  Department  also  made  personnel  avail¬ 
able  for  informal  interviews  concerning  the 
handling  of  certain  cases.  The  Department 
maintained  its  highly  rigid  prohibition  based 
upon  a  standing  precedent  regarding  deposi¬ 
tions  from  line  prosecutors,  but  was  responsive 
to  acceptable  alternatives. 

(i)  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  (FBI) 

No  agency  was  more  responsive  to  document 
requests  or  provided  more  personnel  assistance 
than  the  FBI.  The  Task  Force  made  numerous 
requests  to  the  FBI  and  all  were  promptly  ad¬ 
dressed  with  complete  professionalism.  FBI  in¬ 
formation  reviewed  by  the  Task  Force  included 
investigative  files  on  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Jamshid 
Hashemi,  and  numerous  other  persons  who 
said  they  witnessed  or  participated  in  October 
Surprise-related  events. 

The  FBI  also  made  available  investigative 
files  concerning  its  1983-1984  investigation  of 
the  theft  of  the  1980  Carter  campaign  debate 
book.  The  Task  Force  reviewed  the  relevant 
portions  of  those  investigative  files  and  found  it 
extremely  valuable  especially  where  interviews 
on  relevant  areas  took  place  much  closer  in 
time  to  the  events  in  question. 

In  addition,  as  discussed  throughout  this 
report,  the  FBI  made  records  and  analysis  of  its 
electronic  surveillance  logs  and  tapes  of  Cyrus 
Hashemi  and  others  available  to  the  Task  Force 
as  well  as  making  available  its  forensic  analysis 
laboratories. 

d.  Department  of  State 

The  Task  Force  submitted  numerous  docu¬ 
ment  requests  to  the  Department  of  State  and 
reviewed  well  over  100,000  documents  relating 
to  the  hostage  crisis.  The  Task  Force  retained 
over  18,000  documents  for  further  analysis. 
Documents  reviewed  included  daily  situation 
reports  for  the  White  House,  documents  relat¬ 
ing  to  hostage  negotiations,  documents  relating 
to  United  States  policy  regarding  sale  of  arms 
to  Iran,  intelligence  reports  on  arms  shipments 
to  Iran,  cable  traffic  to  and  from  United  States 
embassies,  internal  memoranda  and  numerous 
telexes  and  handwritten  notes.  The  State  De¬ 
partment  also  assisted  in  locating  retired  per¬ 
sonnel  and  arranging  for  those  interviews  and 
present  employees  as  well. 


e.  Department  of  Treasury 

The  Department  of  the  Treasury  was  the 
least  responsive  executive  branch  agency  for 
the  Task  Force  to  deal  with  on  document  re¬ 
quests.  Treasury’s  treatment  of  requests  for 
Secret  Service  records  was  on  occasion  unnec¬ 
essarily  cumbersome.  Its  refusal  to  make  some 
of  the  Secret  Service  agents  available  for  inter¬ 
views  slowed  the  work  of  the  Task  Force. 

The  Task  Force  believes  that  the  discrete 
issue  of  vice-presidential  candidate  George 
Bush’s  whereabouts  in  October,  1980  could 
have  been  more  simply  and  easily  resolved 
early  in  the  investigation  had  the  Treasury  De¬ 
partment  directed  the  Secret  Service  to  re¬ 
spond  in  a  more  timely  fashion  to  Task  Force 
requests.  Negotiations  finally  resulted  in  a  com¬ 
promise  which  permitted  a  final  and  conclusive 
resolution  of  the  allegation  that  George  Bush 
was  in  Paris  in  October,  1980.  The  Task  Force 
was  sensitive  to  the  security  concerns  of  the 
United  States  Secret  Service  and  would  not  un¬ 
dermine  or  diminish  that  function  in  any  way. 
Nonetheless,  the  Task  Force  found  the  Secret 
Service  to  be  unnecessarily  difficult  to  deal 
with,  even  in  light  of  those  security  concerns. 

(i)  Customs  Service 

The  response  by  Treasury  to  requests  for 
Customs  Service  documents  was  also  unaccept¬ 
able.  While  the  Customs  Service  assisted  the 
Task  Force  by  assigning  extremely  capable  in¬ 
vestigative  personnel  to  the  Task  Force,  its  re¬ 
sponsiveness  to  document  requests  was  gener¬ 
ally  inadequate.  Several  of  the  most  important 
participants  in  the  alleged  October  Surprise 
events  were  subjects  of,  or  sources  for,  Cus¬ 
toms  Service  investigations.  The  Customs  Serv¬ 
ice  refused  to  provide  the  Task  Force  copies  of 
its  source  files  involving  Cyrus  Hashemi  and 
Hushang  Lavi,  despite  the  fact  that  both  men 
have  been  dead  for  some  time.  This  refusal  was 
particularly  disappointing  in  light  of  the  fact 
that  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  permitted 
the  Task  Force  to  review  unredacted  source 
files  of  far  greater  sensitivity.  Access  to  the  ap¬ 
propriate  case  agents  for  interview  avoided  any 
depreciation  of  our  conclusions,  but  limiting  or 
denying  access  to  the  contemporaneous 
records  of  those  agents  was  unnecessary. 
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f.  Federal  Election  Commission  (FEC) 

The  Task  Force  requested  and  received  ex¬ 
penditure  reports  filed  by  the  1980  Reagan- 
Bush  campaign  from  the  FEC. 

g.  General  Accounting  Office  (GAO) 

The  GAO  gave  the  Task  Force  access  to  in¬ 
vestigative  files  relating  to  its  preliminary  in¬ 
quiry  into  allegations  by  Richard  Brenneke  that 
George  Bush  and  others  were  in  Paris  in  Octo¬ 
ber  1980.  These  files  included  reports  of  inter¬ 
views  with  relevant  witnesses  and  reports  of  the 
results  of  other  investigative  efforts.  The  Task 
Force  reviewed  those  files  and  retained  copies 
of  relevant  documents. 

h.  House  of  Representatives  Committee 
on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources 
("The  Albosta  Committee”) 

The  Task  Force  reviewed  the  report  of  the 
Albosta  Committee’s  investigation  of  the  theft 
of  the  Carter  campaign  debate  book.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  Task  Force  had  access  to  the  original 
files  of  the  “Albosta  Committee”  which  were  in 
the  possession  of  former  Congressman  Donald 
Albosta  at  his  farm  in  Michigan,  as  well  as 
counsel  to  his  committee.  We  understand  that 
the  Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
will  be  responding  to  that  issue  when  the  103rd 
Congress  convenes  in  January,  1993. 

i.  National  Security  Council  (NSC) 

After  some  delay,  the  National  Security 
Council  ultimately  provided  documents  re¬ 
quested  by  the  Task  Force.  The  Task  Force  re¬ 
viewed  thousands  of  NSC  documents,  which 
were  housed  at  the  Carter  and  Reagan  librar¬ 
ies.  The  NSC’s  security  procedures  were,  in 
some  instances  in  the  view  of  the  Task  Force, 
unnecessarily  burdensome. 

j.  Office  of  the  Independent  Counsel 
(Iran-Contra) 

The  Independent  Counsel’s  Office  respond¬ 
ed  in  a  timely  fashion  to  the  Task  Force’s  re¬ 
quests  to  review  files  for  information  relevant 
to  the  October  Surprise  allegations.  Two  vol¬ 
umes  of  material  were  reviewed  by  the  Task 
Force.  In  addition,  attorneys  employed  by  the 
Independent  Counsel  were  fully  responsive  to 
Task  Force  requests  for  assistance. 


k.  Senate  Intelligence  Committee 

The  Senate  Select  Committee  on  Intelli¬ 
gence,  which  is  the  repository  for  tens  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  Iran-contra  documents  was  extremely 
responsive  to  the  Task  Force  and  helpful  in  its 
work. 

2.  Acquisition  and  Review  of 
Electronic  Media 

a.  FBI  Tapes  of  Surveillance  of  Cyrus 
Hashemi 

From  September  24,  1980  until  February  12, 
1981,  the  FBI  maintained  extensive  electronic 
surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  office  and 
other  locations.  Pursuant  to  this  surveillance, 
the  FBI  recorded  approximately  21,000  conver¬ 
sations,2  totalling  nearly  1,800  hours. 

The  surveillance  was  initially  ordered  to  in¬ 
vestigate  allegations  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  was 
involved  in  the  July  22,  1980  assassination  of 
Ali  Akbar  Tabatabai,  a  former  Iranian  diplo¬ 
mat.  Ali  Akbar  Tabatabai  had  previously  told 
the  FBI  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  his  brother 
Reza  were  utilizing  the  United  States  bank  they 
operated  (First  Gulf  Bank  and  Trust)  to  chan¬ 
nel  Iranian  government  funds  to  Khomeini’s 
secret  police  and  intelligence  operatives  in  the 
United  States.3  Following  Ali  Akbar  Tabatabai’s 
assassination,  the  FBI  heard  from  a  reliable 
source  that  Hashemi  had  instructed  that  Taba¬ 
tabai  be  assassinated  and  had  financed  the  op¬ 
eration  through  his  bank.4 

On  August  29,  1980,  the  FBI  applied  for  an 
order  under  the  Foreign  Surveillance  Intelli¬ 
gence  Act  (FISA)  authorizing  electronic  surveil¬ 
lance  of  Hashemi’s  office  and  other  locations.5 
Surveillance  authority  was  granted  for  90  days.6 

Although  the  FBI  discovered  no  evidence  re¬ 
lating  to  the  assassination  allegations,  the  FBI 
did  find  that  Hashemi  was  engaged  in  other  in¬ 
telligence  activities,  including  the  illegal  pro¬ 
curement  of  military  equipment  for  Iran  and  ef¬ 
forts  to  locate  the  assets  of  the  Shah  of  Iran.7 
Based  on  this  information,  the  FBI  sought  and 
received  a  90-day  extension  of  the  authority  for 
the  FISA  surveillance  on  November  23,  1980. 8,9 
The  surveillance  was  discontinued  in  February 
1981. 10 

All  the  tapes  from  the  FBI  surveillance  of 
Cyrus  Hashemi  were  made  available  to  the 
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Task  Force.11  The  FBI  listened  to  and  analyzed 
every  tape  in  its  possession,  provided  tran¬ 
scripts  of  relevant  tapes,  and  translated  many 
conversations  from  Farsi  and  other  languages. 
Every  tape  was  made  concurrently  available  to 
the  Task  Force  for  its  own  review  and  analysis. 
Additionally,  the  FBI  also  reviewed  other  FISA 
surveillance  that  was  taking  place  during  this 
period  of  time  and  potentially  related  to  the 
October  Surprise  allegations.  These  reviews 
also  provided  helpful  material.  The  FBI,  in 
conjunction  with  Task  Force  staff,  created  a 
calendar  of  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  whereabouts 
based  on  the  information  derived  from  the  sur¬ 
veillance.  This  information  has  been  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  the  Task  Force’s  report.  The  Task 
Force  is  especially  grateful  to  the  FBI  for  its  co¬ 
operation  and  assistance  throughout  the  course 
of  this  investigation. 

3.  Acquisition  of  Documents  at 
Presidential  Libraries 

a.  Carter  Library 

The  Task  Force  sought  to  review  presidential 
records  at  the  Carter  Presidential  Library.  The 
majority  of  the  materials  sought  were  classified 
and  approval  for  Task  Force  access  was  re¬ 
quired  from  the  numerous  government  agen¬ 
cies.  Approval  was  ultimately  granted  and  Task 
Force  investigators  reviewed  thousands  of  clas¬ 
sified  documents  relating  to  the  hostage  situa¬ 
tion,  including  the  files  of  the  president  and 
the  National  Security  Council.  These  files  in¬ 
cluded  correspondence  between  and  intelli¬ 
gence  reports  from  other  domestic  and  foreign 
governmental  agencies. 

President  Carter  and  the  personnel  at  the 
Carter  Library  were  extremely  cooperative  and 
made  every  effort  to  assist  the  Task  Force. 

b.  Reagan  Library 

The  Reagan-Bush  1980  campaign  documents 
are  housed  at  the  Ronald  Reagan  Presidential 
Library  in  Simi  Valley,  California.  These  are 
non-presidential  records  and,  at  this  time,  are 
not  open  to  the  public.  The  Task  Force  was  re¬ 
quired  to  and  did  request  President  Reagan’s 
permission  to  review  these  documents.  After 
several  efforts  to  agree  on  the  parameters  of 
the  document  review  with  the  President’s  attor¬ 


ney,  consent  to  review  the  documents  at  the  Li¬ 
brary  was  provided  by  Mr.  Reagan’s  attorney. 

The  Task  Force  reviewed  thousands  of  docu¬ 
ments  and  is  confident  that  it  had  access  to  all 
campaign  materials  at  the  library.  Most  senior 
campaign  officials,  including  William  Casey  and 
Richard  Allen,  did  not  turn  over  their  own  doc¬ 
uments  for  storage  at  the  Reagan  Library. 12 

The  Task  Force  also  sought  to  review  perti¬ 
nent  presidential  records  in  the  library’s  hold¬ 
ings.  Most  of  the  documents  requested  were 
classified  and,  after  appropriate  security  meas¬ 
ures  were  agreed  upon,  the  Task  Force  was 
able  to  review  those  records. 

Personnel  at  the  Reagan  Library  were  ex¬ 
tremely  cooperative  and  accommodating. 

4.  Acquisition  of  Privately  Held 
Documents 

Throughout  the  course  of  the  investigation, 
all  non-governmental  witnesses  interviewed 
were  asked  whether  they  were  in  the  possession 
of  documentary  evidence  that  could  support 
their  testimony.  In  the  case  of  former  officials 
from  either  the  Carter  or  Reagan  administra¬ 
tions,  the  answer  was  generally  negative,  be¬ 
cause  most  relevant  documents  were  retained 
by  the  government.  In  the  case  of  journalists, 
several  were  willing  to  furnish  copies  of  docu¬ 
ments  they  had  collected  in  the  course  of  their 
own  investigations,  while  others  were  only  will¬ 
ing  to  summarize  the  content  of  what  they  had 
discovered.  Most  foreign  private  citizens, 
former  government  officials  of  Iran,  and  for¬ 
eign  journalists  most  expressed  a  willingness  to 
share  whatever  documents  they  possessed.  The 
Task  Force  received  several  hundred  pages  of 
documents  requiring  translation  by  the  Library 
of  Congress.13  Finally,  the  Task  Force  staff  ob¬ 
tained  many  public  documents  available 
through  the  Lexis/Nexis  computer  network,  the 
Foreign  Broadcast  Information  Service  (FBIS), 
the  Library  of  Congress,  and  Iran  specialists 
many  of  whom  possessed  newspapers,  pam¬ 
phlets,  and  other  documents  written  contempo¬ 
raneously  with  the  events  under  investigation. 

The  Task  Force  sought  access  to  the  full 
panoply  of  corroborative  documents  that  would 
normally  be  sought  in  a  criminal  investigation, 
including  copies  of  credit  card  receipts;  travel 
records;  frequent  flyer  mileage  records;  bank 
account  information;  hotel  records;  telephone 
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records;  and  travel  reimbursement  receipts 
from  private  employers  and  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign.  Unfortunately,  many  of  the  categories  of 
records  described  above  are  destroyed  in  the 
routine  course  of  business  between  seven  and 
ten  years  after  they  are  created.  Because  we 
were  investigating  events  alleged  to  have  oc¬ 
curred  12  years  ago,  we  were  unable  to  obtain 
a  number  of  potentially  valuable  records. 

a.  Cyrus  Hashemi 

The  Task  Force  sought  numerous  documents 
generated  by  or  concerning  Cyrus  Hashemi.  As 
with  many  other  aspects  of  the  inquiry,  the  pas¬ 
sage  of  time  significantly  limited  the  Task 
Force’s  ability  to  obtain  these  documents. 

Among  the  individuals  from  whom  we  sought 
documents  were  Homa  Hashemi,  Hashemi’s 
first  wife,  to  whom  he  was  married  during  the 
1979-1981  period;  Stanley  Pottinger,  Jackson 
Cook,  and  Jay  Springer,  who  all  served  as  attor¬ 
neys  for  Hashemi;  William  Wachtel  and  Elliott 
Richardson,  counsel  who  represented  Hashemi 
during  his  investigation  by  the  United  States 
Attorneys  Office  of  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York;  the  family  of  John  Shaheen,  who 
had  a  business  relationship  with  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi;  and  various  business  associates  and/or 
employees  of  Cyrus  Hashemi. 

b.  William  J.  Casey 

The  Task  Force  sought  to  obtain  relevant 
documents  that  belonged  to  William  J.  Casey. 
In  particular,  the  Task  Force  focused  on  files 
related  to  the  hostage  issue,  as  well  as  Mr. 
Casey’s  calendars,  appointment  books,  and 
passports  for  the  relevant  time  period. 
Through  the  Casey  family,  the  CIA,  and  others 
who  had  worked  with  Mr.  Casey,  the  Task 
Force  obtained  and  reviewed  a  significant 
number  of  Mr.  Casey’s  documents. 

The  location  of  Mr.  Casey’s  documents  over 
the  last  12  years  has  been  well  documented. 
Like  most  senior  members  of  the  Reagan-Bush 
campaign,  Casey  did  not  forward  his  campaign 
files  to  the  Hoover  Institute  for  storage  at  the 
Reagan  Presidential  Library.  Mr.  Casey  kept  the 
majority  of  his  campaign  files  and  stored  them 
in  two  safes  at  his  CIA  office  at  the  Old  Execu¬ 
tive  Office  Building.14  Casey’s  secretary  at  that 
office,  Doris  Gibbons,  indexed  those  files  after 
she  began  working  for  Mr.  Casey  in  1982. 15  In 
Ms.  Gibbons’  index,  there  were  four  items  of 


interest  to  the  Task  Force:  (1)  Standard 
Diary — 1980,  (2)  Monthly  Minder — 1980,  (3) 
Loose  calendar  pages — July  24,  1980-Decem- 
ber  18,  1980,  and  (4)  a  campaign  file  marked 
“Hostages”. 

In  addition  to  Ms.  Gibbons’  index,  there 
were  several  other  indexes  made  over  the  years 
which  assisted  the  Task  Force  in  tracking  Mr. 
Casey’s  documents.  In  1984,  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation  indexed  the  Casey  files 
during  its  investigation  of  the  alleged  theft  of 
government  documents  and  the  Carter  cam¬ 
paign  debate  book.  In  addition,  when  the  FBI 
sought  to  review  the  remaining  portion  of 
Casey’s  personal  files  from  the  1980  campaign 
period  which  were  stored  at  Mr.  Casey’s  New 
York  law  office,  they  were  shipped  to  Mr. 
Casey’s  office  at  the  Old  Executive  Office 
Building.  Prior  to  their  shipment  however,  the 
law  firm  also  prepared  an  index.16  The  FBI  re¬ 
viewed  the  law  firm  files  and  prepared  an  index 
of  those  documents  as  well. 

In  1987,  following  Mr.  Casey’s  resignation  as 
Director  of  the  CIA,  all  the  campaign  files,  in¬ 
cluding  the  law  firm  files,  were  transferred  to 
CIA  headquarters  at  Langley,  Virginia.17  Prior 
to  their  transfer,  Doris  Gibbons  prepared  an¬ 
other  index  of  the  files.18  The  campaign  files 
and  personal  files  from  Mr.  Casey’s  Langley 
office  were  sent  to  the  Casey  family  at  their 
home  in  McLean,  Virginia.  Some  of  the  files 
stored  at  the  McLean  home  were  later  moved 
to  the  Casey  home  in  Rosslyn  Harbor,  New 
York.19  The  Task  Force  staff  obtained  access  to 
documents  stored  at  the  Casey  home  in  Virgin¬ 
ia  on  August  12,  1992  and  to  the  home  in  New 
York  on  August  24,  1992. 

( i)  Casey's  Calendars 

According  to  the  various  indexes  of  the 
Casey  files,  William  Casey  maintained  three  cal¬ 
endars  in  1980:  a  “Standard  Diary”,  a  “Month¬ 
ly  Minder”  and  a  desk  top  calendar  from 
which,  according  to  the  Gibbons  index,  some 
loose  pages  were  retained.  The  Task  Force 
staff  did  not  find  the  calendars  which  were 
listed  in  the  various  indexes  when  reviewing 
the  boxes  of  documents  at  the  Casey  homes  in 
Virginia  or  New  York.  The  Task  Force’s  com¬ 
parison  of  the  file  folders  at  the  Virginia  home 
with  the  Gibbons  index  indicated  that  the  file 
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folders  surrounding  the  calendars  were  intact 
in  the  sequence  noted  on  the  index. 

Barbara  Hayward,  one  of  Mr.  Casey’s  secre¬ 
taries  at  the  Reagan-Bush  campaign  headquar¬ 
ters,  had  reviewed  a  red  hardbound  “Standard 
Diary”  for  1980  at  the  Virginia  home  on  May 
20,  1991.  Hayward  informed  the  Senate  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  that  Robert  Gray, 
the  Director  of  Communications  during  the 
campaign,  had  asked  her  to  review  Mr.  Casey’s 
files  at  the  McLean  house  to  look  for  any  dia¬ 
ries  relevant  to  the  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions.20  Upon  receiving  Mrs.  Casey’s  consent, 
Hayward  reviewed  documents  at  the  Virginia 
home.  Hayward  reported  that  “there  was  noth¬ 
ing  in  [the  calendar]  very  much”  and  it  did  not 
“clear  up  the  situation”.21,22,23,24 

Subsequent  to  the  Task  Force’s  review  of 
documents  at  the  Virginia  home,  Bernadette 
Casey  Smith  and  her  husband  Owen  Smith  met 
with  Task  Force  counsel  and  counsel  for  the 
Senate  Investigation  and  provided  two  calen¬ 
dars  and  some  loose  calendar  pages  from  a 
desk  calendar  originally  listed  in  Mrs.  Gibbons’ 
indexes.25  According  to  Ms.  Gibbons’  indexes, 
loose  calendar  pages  for  the  time  period  July 
24,  1980  to  December  18,  1980  had  been  kept 
in  a  file  folder  in  a  safe  in  Casey’s  CIA  office  in 
the  Old  Executive  Office  Building.  When  deliv¬ 
ered  to  the  Task  Force,  the  following  pages 
were  missing  from  the  loose  calendar  pages: 
July  26-27,  October  21,  October  29,  November 
3-11,  and  November  13.  The  dates  July  26th 
and  October  21st  are  of  particular  interest  to 
the  Task  Force.26  The  1980  Monthly  Minder 
and  the  Standard  Diary  provided  by  Mrs.  Smith 
were  completely  intact.  The  relevant  informa¬ 
tion  from  these  calendars  was  utilized  by  the 
Task  Force  to  develop  a  comprehensive  ac¬ 
counting  of  Casey’s  whereabouts  during  the 
relevant  time  period.27 

The  Task  Force  has  not  found  any  evidence 
to  explain  why  the  dates  identified  above  are 
missing  from  the  loose  calendar  pages  found  in 
Casey’s  files. 

(u)  Casey's  Passports 

No  witness  has  ever  stated  that  he  or  she  re¬ 
calls  seeing  a  1980  passport  for  William  Casey. 
Nonetheless,  the  Task  Force  tried  to  locate  his 
1980  passport  because  it  reasonably  assumed 
that  he  possessed  one  due  to  several  foreign 
trips  he  took  in  that  time  period.  In  a  deposi¬ 


tion,  Mr.  Casey’s  secretary  at  CIA  headquar¬ 
ters,  Betty  Murphy,  testified  that,  following  his 
death  in  1987  she  gave  several  of  Mr.  Casey’s 
expired  passports  as  well  as  a  folder  labeled 
“Passport”  28  to  his  widow,  Mrs.  Sophia  Casey. 
She  couldn’t  recall  which  passports  were  in¬ 
cluded  among  the  ones  she  gave  Mrs.  Casey. 
However,  Task  Force  investigators  did  not  find 
any  passports  in  the  limited  areas  to  which  they 
were  given  access  in  the  Casey  homes  in  the 
summer  of  1992.  The  Task  Force  did  find  an 
empty  file  folder  labeled  “Passport”.  In  her 
deposition,  Bernadette  Casey  Smith  testified 
that  the  family  had  tried  unsuccessfully  to 
locate  the  passports.  Mrs.  Smith  also  testified 
that  Richard  Allen  had  asked  the  family  to 
locate  the  passports  and  that,  pursuant  to  that 
request,  she  thought  Barbara  Hayward  had 
looked  for  but  was  unable  to  find  any  passports 
at  the  Virginia  home  in  1991. 29 

On  December  10,  1992,  a  Task  Force  investi¬ 
gator  contacted  Mrs.  Smith  to  determine  if  the 
family  had  found  the  passport.  Mrs.  Smith 
stated  that  she  was  just  about  to  call  the  inves¬ 
tigator  to  inform  him  that  she  had  found  two 
passports.  Mrs.  Smith  stated  that  her  husband, 
Owen,  had  located  two  of  her  father’s  pass¬ 
ports  in  the  Virginia  home.  Thereafter,  Mrs. 
Smith  mailed  two  (2)  expired  passports  to  the 
Task  Force:  a  tourist  passport  issued  in  1958 
through  1960,  and  one  official  passport  from 
the  CIA  issued  in  1981  through  1986.  The 
Task  Force  has  been  unable  to  locate  Mr. 
Casey’s  1980  passport. 

( in)  The  “Hostages"  File 

The  indexes  prepared  by  Doris  Gibbons  in 
1982  and  1987  at  the  Old  Executive  Office 
Building  also  indicate  that  Mr.  Casey  had  a 
small  file  from  the  campaign  labeled  “Hos¬ 
tages.”  That  file  was  not  included  in  the  FBI 
index  of  Mr.  Casey’s  files  prepared  in  August 
of  1983  in  the  course  of  the  investigation  of  the 
theft  of  the  Carter  debate  book.  Whether  FBI 
agents  ever  actually  saw  the  “Hostages”  file  is 
unknown.  In  any  event,  sometime  after  the  FBI 
had  reviewed  his  files,  Mr.  Casey  removed 
some  documents  from  the  file. 

On  the  Gibbons’  index,  a  handw'ritten  note 
by  Doris  Gibbons  indicates  that  Mr.  Casey  re¬ 
moved  some  pages  from  the  “Hostages”  file  on 
February  27,  1984.  On  the  same  day  he  re- 
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moved  pages  from  the  file,  Casey  wrote  to  Rep¬ 
resentative  Donald  J.  Albosta  that  he  was  “in 
the  process  of  checking  some  facts”  and  would 
provide  him  with  an  affidavit  shortly.30  On 
March  2,  1984,  three  (3)  days  after  he  removed 
pages  from  the  “Hostages”  files,  Casey  signed 
an  affidavit  for  the  Albosta  committee  discuss¬ 
ing  his  receipt  of  information  concerning  the 
hostages.  Ms.  Gibbons  testified  that  she  con¬ 
trolled  access  to  those  safes  and,  to  her  knowl¬ 
edge,  Casey  never  returned  the  material  he  re¬ 
moved  from  the  file  prior  to  his  death.31  She 
testified  that  it  was  her  custom  to  note  on  the 
indexes  when  materials  were  returned  to  the 
files.32  The  index  contains  no  such  notation. 

When  Task  Force  investigators  initially  ques¬ 
tioned  Mr.  Casey’s  widow,  Sophia  Casey,  and 
daughter,  Bernadette  Casey  Smith,  neither  re¬ 
called  seeing  any  “Hostages”  file.33  The  day 
after  this  discussion,  Bernadette  Casey  Smith 
called  the  Task  Force  and  reported  that  she 
and  her  mother  had  found  a  “Hostages”  file  at 
the  Casey  home  in  New  York.  She  testified 
later  that  she  and  her  mother  had  removed  the 
file  previously  from  McLean  and  taken  it  to 
New  York,  but  that  she  had  not  recalled  this 
event  when  she  discussed  the  matter  with  the 
Task  Force  previously.  Mrs.  Smith  forwarded  to 
the  Task  Force  copies  of  approximately  50 
pages  of  campaign  documents  which  she  stated 
were  from  the  “Hostages”  file.  At  their  deposi¬ 
tion,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Smith  produced  approxi¬ 
mately  12  additional  documents  regarding  Iran 
which  she  stated  she  had  found  at  the  New 
York  home.34 

(iv)  Casey  Personal  Documents  at  Langley 

The  Task  Force  attempted  to  obtain  access 
to  some  of  Mr.  Casey’s  campaign  and  transition 
files  relating  to  the  hostage  situation  which 
were  maintained  at  CIA  headquarters  in  Lang¬ 
ley,  Virginia.  Sam  Watson,  an  employee  of  the 
Reagan-Bush  CIA  transition  team,  testified 
that,  to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  one  of  Mr. 
Casey’s  secretaries  in  late  January  or  February 
of  1981  asked  him  to  review  “a  box  or  two”  of 
Mr.  Casey’s  files  from  either  the  Reagan-Bush 
campaign  or  transition  offices.  Watson  testified 
that  he  recalled  reviewing  files  related  to  the 
Iranian  hostage  situation.35 

Betty  Murphy  confirmed  that  one  or  two 
boxes  of  Mr.  Casey’s  files  from  the  campaign 
were  at  his  Langley  office.36  She  believed  that 


these  files  were  among  Mr.  Casey’s  personal 
files  from  his  Langley  office  that  had  been  de¬ 
livered  to  the  Casey  home  in  McLean,  Virgin¬ 
ia.37  However,  the  Task  Force  learned  that 
some  of  Casey’s  personal  files  from  the  transi¬ 
tion  period  inadvertently  remained  at  the  CIA 
with  Casey’s  official  papers. 

The  Chief  of  the  CIA  Security  Director’s  Se¬ 
curity  Staff  from  1984  until  the  time  of  Casey’s 
death  testified  that  “just  over  a  year  ago  some¬ 
one  ran  across  some  material”  in  the  CIA  Di¬ 
rector’s  office  and  asked  him  to  deliver  them  to 
Mr.  Casey’s  widow,  Sophia.38  Bernadette  Casey 
Smith  testified  that  someone  from  the  CIA  Di¬ 
rector’s  office  called  her  mother  and  told  her 
that  they  had  found  some  documents  regarding 
“October  Surprise”  that  might  be  “helpful” 
and  sent  them  to  her  mother.39 

The  Task  Force  deposed  Becky  Rant,  the 
Deputy  Executive  Secretary  of  the  CIA,  regard¬ 
ing  the  discovery  of  this  material.  Rant  testified 
that  in  the  summer  of  1991  she  had  requested 
that  a  box  of  Mr.  Casey’s  materials  be  retrieved 
from  the  CIA  document  storage  facility  for  pur¬ 
poses  of  accessing  documents  unrelated  to 
these  allegations.40  In  the  course  of  reviewing 
that  box  of  files,  Rant  noticed  a  file  labeled 
“WJC  Personal,  January  1980  to  December 
1980.”  41  She  believes  that  the  personal  file  was 
inadvertently  included  with  his  Agency  files 
when  Casey’s  personal  files  were  boxed  for  de¬ 
livery  to  Mrs.  Casey.42 

Rant  notified  her  supervisor  of  the  misplaced 
file  and  prepared  an  inventory  of  the  files 
which  described  the  contents  and  the  number 
of  pages  of  each  document.43  The  CIA  Security 
Detail  Chief  delivered  624  pages  to  Mrs.  Casey 
and  her  daughter,  Mrs.  Smith,  at  the  home  in 
New  York.44  After  the  DCI  Security  Detail  Chief 
delivered  the  materials,  Mrs.  Casey  mailed  a 
portion  of  them  to  Congressman  Henry 
Hyde,45  Ranking  Minority  Member  of  the  Task 
Force,  and  to  members  of  the  media.46 

The  CIA  maintained  copies  of  the  documents 
it  provided  to  the  Casey  family  and  provided 
these  copies  to  the  Task  Force.  Although  Mrs. 
Casey  provided  45  pages  of  documents  in  the 
packet  to  Mr.  Hyde,  the  Task  Force  has  re¬ 
viewed  and  identified  approximately  240  pages 
that  relate  to  the  Iranian  hostages  from  among 
those  provided  to  the  Casey  family. 
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In  conclusion,  although  the  Task  Force  is 
confident  that  it  eventually  received  sufficient 
evidence  to  make  sound  conclusions  regarding 
Mr.  Casey's  whereabouts  during  relevant  time 
periods,  it  was  disappointed  with  the  timeliness 
and  quality  of  the  document  production  by  the 
Casey  family. 

c.  John  Shaheen  Documents 

John  Shaheen  died  on  November  1,  1986. 
He  was  a  close  personal  friend  of  William 
Casey  dating  back  to  World  War  II.  He  was 
also  involved  in  business  relationships  with 
Cyrus  Hashemi  before,  during  and  after  the 
1980  hostage  crisis.  The  Task  Force  originally 
sought  from  members  of  the  Shaheen  family  all 
of  John  Shaheen’s  documents  pertaining  to 
meetings  and  discussions  with  William  Casey 
and/or  Cyrus  Hashemi  concerning  the  Ameri¬ 
can  hostage  crisis  in  Iran  in  1979-1981.  Calen¬ 
dars,  diaries  and  appointment  books  which 
would  place  his  whereabouts  during  the  rele¬ 
vant  time  period  also  were  requested. 

The  family  produced  thirteen  classifications 
of  John  Shaheen’s  documents  including:  a  large 
gray  rolodex;  a  yellow  envelope  containing  a 
listing  of  the  relatives  of  the  Shah  of  Iran;  a 
photocopy  of  a  Power  of  Attorney  from  Cyrus 
Hashemi  to  Lawrence  A.  Blatte,  dated  4/15/80; 
a  Shaheen  Natural  Resources  Company,  Inc./ 
MacMillan  Ring-Free  Oil  Company,  Inc.  list  of 
employees  and  residence  telephone  numbers 
for  1980  and  1985;  a  letter  of  Intent  for  Agree¬ 
ment  for  Joint  Venture  between  John  Shaheen 
and  Cyrus  Hashemi,  dated  4/16/80;  a  memo¬ 
randum  of  joint  venture  between  John  Shaheen 
and  Cyrus  Hashemi  dated  4/29/80;  a  Thank 
You  card  from  Richard  V.  Allen,  dated  1/13/ 
82;  John  Shaheen’s  cash  receipts  and  disburse¬ 
ments  for  the  period  of  1975-1982;  First  Gulf 
Bank  and  Trust  loan  documents  for  Mid 
Ocean,  dated  6/30/80;  First  Gulf  Bank  and 
Trust  loan  documents  to  Mid  Ocean,  dated  10/ 
4-6/80;  a  document  entitled  “Arrangement  of 
Banking  Facility  for  Mid  Ocean,’’  dated  10/31/ 
80;  a  document  entitled  “$3,500,000  closing 
with  First  Gulf  Bank  and  Trust,’’  dated  3/6/81 
(folders  #1  and  #2),  and  a  document  entitled 
“First  Gulf  Bank  and  Trust  $3,500,000  loan  to 
Mid  Ocean,’’  dated  1/7/81. 

Copies  of  the  following  documents  were  ob¬ 
tained  from  the  Senate  “October  Surprise’’ 
special  counsel  staff:  selected  rolodex  cards 


from  the  aforementioned  gray  rolodex;  telexes 
sent  to  Shaheen  for  Cyrus  Hashemi;  Shaheen 
Natural  Resources  office  telephone  directories; 
a  news  clipping  pertaining  to  Iran  Seaoil  Co.;  a 
telephone  directory  of  Bradford  Shaheen;  back¬ 
ground  and  reference  addresses  for  John  Mi¬ 
chael  Shaheen;  miscellaneous  addresses  and 
telephone  numbers;  an  envelope  addressed  to 
John  Shaheen,  and  a  letter  addressed  to  Sha¬ 
heen  from  The  Hague. 

Lastly,  a  copy  of  John  Shaheen’s  permanent 
diary  for  the  year  1980  was  obtained  from  the 
Senate  “October  Surprise’’  special  counsel 
staff.  This  was  a  hard  cover  book,  red  in  color, 
prepared  by  his  secretaries.  It  contained  limited 
information  regarding  his  whereabouts,  out  of 
town  appointments,  and  the  individuals  with 
whom  he  dined.  It  was  used  primarily  for  tax 
purposes.  This  book  was  based  on  information 
Shaheen  furnished  to  his  secretaries  and  was  in 
yearly  increments. 

The  Task  Force  determined  that  not  all  of 
Shaheen’s  relevant  documents  had  been  locat¬ 
ed.  According  to  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw, 
Shaheen’s  former  personal  secretary,  John  Sha¬ 
heen  maintained  two  other  calendars,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  the  one  secured  by  the  Senate  special 
counsel  staff.47  The  most  detailed  was  an  Econ¬ 
omist  Pocket  Diary'  which  he  personally  pre¬ 
pared  and  carried  on  his  person.  It  resembled  a 
checkbook  in  size,  contained  his  appointments, 
and  was  in  yearly  increments.  The  other  was  an 
appointment  book  prepared  by  his  secretaries 
from  information  relayed  by  Shaheen.  It  had  a 
soft  cover,  was  spiral  bound,  written  in  pencil, 
and  broken  down  into  yearly  increments. 

In  addition,  Shaheen  carried  a  personal  ad¬ 
dress  book  with  him  in  his  briefcase.  It  was 
known  in  the  office  as  the  “blue  book’’.  It  was 
the  size  of  a  novel  but  with  spiral  binders.  A 
loose  leaf  version  of  the  “blue  book’’,  which 
contained  basically  the  same  information,  was 
maintained  in  the  office  for  staff  use.48  Finally, 
John  Shaheen  always  kept  his  current  passport 
in  his  briefcase. 

Brokaw  believed  the  books  and  passport  that 
were  not  provided  to  the  Task  Force  were  in 
the  custody  of  the  Shaheen  family.  She  stated 
that  Bradford  Shaheen,  John’s  son,  went 
through  his  father’s  effects  after  his  death  and 
took  them.  Brokaw  was  not  present  when  this 
happened.  She  stated,  however,  that  Bradford 
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acknowledged  to  her  that  he  had  done  this. 
Brokaw  assumed  the  aforementioned  docu¬ 
ments  would  be  together.49 

Moreover,  in  a  deposition  by  the  Task  Force, 
Bradford  Shaheen  admitted  that  he  had  taken 
the  documents.  He  stated  that  he  brought  vir¬ 
tually  all  of  his  father’s  personal  documents  to 
the  family  home  in  Southampton,  New  York, 
over  a  six  month  period  after  his  father’s  death. 
However,  he  was  vague  and  ambiguous  in  ex¬ 
plaining  why  the  missing  documents  were  not 
found  during  the  searches  by  the  House  Task 
Force  and  Senate  investigation  staff.50 

Photocopies  of  Shaheen’s  soft,  spiral  bound 
appointment  book  for  relevant  dates, 
July-November  1980,  however,  were  provided 
to  the  Task  Force  by  Roy  Furmark  at  his  No¬ 
vember  24,  1992  deposition.  Furmark  stated 
that  he  had  requested  this  portion  of  the  diary 
from  Bradford  Shaheen  in  1991,  after  the 
media  made  inquiries  of  him.51  These  entries 
show  that  Shaheen  travelled  to  London  on 
seven  occasions  and  to  Paris  twice  during  the 
July-November  time  period.  Cyrus  Hashemi 
was  mentioned  three  times.  They  also  show 
that  Shaheen  met  Stan  Pottinger  in  London  on 
October  6,  1980.  The  calendar  contains  no  evi¬ 
dence  that  Shaheen  brokered  a  contact  between 
Cyrus  Hashemi  and  William  Casey  during  the 
July-November  1980  period. 

The  United  States  Senate  “October  Sur¬ 
prise’’  special  counsel  staff  made  two  visits  to 
the  Shaheen  family  home  in  the  spring  and 
early  summer  of  1992  but  did  not  receive  any 
of  the  missing  documents.  In  late  June  and 
early  July,  the  House  Task  Force  initiated  fur¬ 
ther  discussions  with  the  Shaheen  family  in  an 
effort  to  secure  the  production  or  the  review  of 
the  documents  at  their  storage  site.  The  Task 
Force  sought  the  cooperation  of  Shaheen’s  son, 
Bradford,  and  his  widow,  Barbara.  Neither  was 
cooperative.  After  a  reasonable  period  of  time 
during  which  little  or  no  progress  was  made, 
the  Task  Force  served  a  subpoena  on  Barbara 
Shaheen,  on  July  17,  1992. 

Shortly  thereafter,  the  Task  Force  learned 
that  the  Shaheen  estate  had  never  been  probat¬ 
ed,  and  that  therefore  John  Shaheen’s  docu¬ 
ments  were  in  the  constructive  custody  of  the 
executor  of  his  estate  and  brother,  Raymond 
Shaheen,  a  Chicago  attorney.  A  second  subpoe¬ 
na  was  served  on  Raymond  Shaheen.  In  re¬ 
sponse,  Barbara  Shaheen  grudgingly  agreed  to 


permit  Task  Force  investigators  to  enter  her 
private  home  and  examine  a  voluminous 
amount  of  documents,  but  for  only  for  a  period 
of  two  days  under  her  arrangements  with  the 
Task  Force. 

On  July  28,  1992,  a  Task  Force  investigator 
went  to  the  Shaheen  residence  pursuant  to  the 
subpoena  and  Barbara  Shaheen’s  prior  verbal 
agreement.  At  first  she  refused  to  give  the  in¬ 
vestigator  access  to  a  third-floor  bedroom 
where  documents  were  stored.  After  approxi¬ 
mately  one  hour  of  discussion,  she  reluctantly 
agreed  to  telephone  her  attorney.  She  permit¬ 
ted  the  investigator  to  view  the  documents 
stored  in  the  basement  while  she  attempted  to 
consult  with  her  legal  counsel.  The  attorney 
subsequently  related  to  the  Task  Force  investi¬ 
gator  that  he  had  suggested  to  Barbara  Sha¬ 
heen  that  it  would  be  in  her  best  interests  to 
cooperate,  and  the  document  search  continued. 
The  search  revealed  approximately  47  Trans¬ 
files  and  similar  boxes  of  documents  in  the 
basement  of  the  Shaheen  home,  23  boxes  in  a 
third  floor  bedroom. 

On  July  17,  1992,  a  subpoena  duces  tecum 
was  served  on  the  European  American  Bank  for 
the  financial  records  of  John  Shaheen.  In  view 
of  the  amount  of  time  that  had  passed  between 
the  time  the  account  was  active  and  the  date  of 
the  subpoena,  all  the  records  had  routinely 
been  destroyed.52 

d.  Abol  Hassan  Bani-Sadr 

Former  Iranian  President  Bani-Sadr  was  very 
helpful  to  the  Task  Force  with  both  time  and 
documentation.  He  consented  to  more  than  ten 
hours  of  interviews.  During  the  course  of  these 
interviews,  President  Bani-Sadr  furnished  the 
Task  Force  staff  with  a  complete  collection  of 
the  newspaper  articles  which  he  wrote  contem¬ 
poraneously  with  the  events  under  investiga¬ 
tion.  President  Bani-Sadr  also  wrote  a  book  on 
his  political  experiences,  My  Turn  to  Speak .  This 
book  chronicles  and  analyzes  Iranian  political 
developments  throughout  the  time  period  rele¬ 
vant  to  the  October  Surprise  allegations.  Presi¬ 
dent  Bani-Sadr  provided  the  Task  Force  with  a 
compilation  of  letters  he  wrote  to  other  Iranian 
political  figures  during  his  presidency.  Finally, 
he  remains  in  contact  by  phone  and  fax  with 
many  people  in  Iran.  Through  these  contacts, 
he  was  able  to  obtain  additional  materials, 
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mostly  letters,  relevant  to  the  Task  Force’s  in¬ 
quiry. 

e.  Gunther  K.  Russbacher 

Gunther  Russbacher,  an  inmate  in  the  Mis¬ 
souri  State  Prison,  was  contacted  by  the  Task 
Force  in  March,  1992.  Russbacher  claimed  to 
have  flown  then  vice  presidential  candidate 
George  Bush  and  others  to  Paris  aboard  a 
B AC-1 11  supersonic  aircraft  in  October,  1980. 
Through  claimed  counsel,  Russbacher  fur¬ 
nished  the  Task  Force  with  reams  of  material 
alleging  knowledge  of  and/or  complicity  in  the 
October  Surprise  allegations. 

f.  Richard  J.  Brenneke 

On  March  17,  1992,  pursuant  to  a  Task 
Force  subpoena,  Peggy  Robohm  provided  doc¬ 
uments  and  personal  effects  of  Richard  Bren¬ 
neke  which  were  given  to  her  by  Brenneke  in 
1991.  The  documents  received  were  extensive 
and,  as  relevant,  are  discussed  in  detail  in  the 
report. 

g.  James  A.  Baker,  III 

The  Task  Force  also  sought  the  1980  cam¬ 
paign  records  of  James  A.  Baker  III  from  both 
the  Bush  and  Reagan/Bush  campaigns.  On  De¬ 
cember  29,  1992  the  Task  Force  was  granted 
complete  access  to  those  records  archived  at 
the  Rice  University  in  Houston.  The  Task 
Force  is  grateful  for  Mr.  Baker’s  full  compli¬ 
ance,  even  though  more  timely  access  would 
have  eased  the  Task  Force  Staff  s  review. 

h.  Others 

Documents  were  also  sought  and  received  by 
the  Task  Force  from  individuals  who  allegedly 
could  corroborate  certain  specific  events.  For 
example,  the  July  28-31,  1980  Anglo-American 
conference  held  at  the  Imperial  War  Museum 
in  London  and  attended  by  William  Casey.  In 
addition  to  documents  provided  by  Jonathan 
Chadwick,  the  director  of  the  British  Imperial 
WTar  Museum,  the  Task  Force  obtained  records 
from  the  Royal  Army  Medical  College  and  vari¬ 
ous  airlines,  diary  entries  and  calendars  from 
numerous  attendees  at  the  conference.  The 
Task  Force  is  very  appreciative  of  this  coopera¬ 
tion. 


C.  Assistance  From  Foreign 
Countries  Including  Algeria, 
Germany,  Great  Britain, 

France,  Iran  and  Israel 

The  Task  Force  sought  the  assistance  of  a 
number  of  foreign  governments;  because  most 
of  the  alleged  meetings  took  place  overseas  and 
most  of  the  alleged  participants  were  foreign 
nationals,  the  assistance  of  certain  countries 
was  deemed  critical.  Agencies  of  the  govern¬ 
ments  of  Great  Britain  and  France,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  were  asked  to  provide  access  to  records 
and/or  individuals.  Germany  and  Algeria  were 
asked  to  permit  interviews  with  certain  current 
and  former  officials  who  participated  in  the 
hostage  negotiations.  Israel  conducted  an  inde¬ 
pendent  and  thorough  examination  of  all  the 
issues  presented  to  it  by  the  Task  Force.  Israeli 
witnesses  were  interviewed  and  documents  ana¬ 
lyzed  and  produced  for  the  Task  Force  to 
review. 

The  agencies  in  Great  Britain  and  France 
from  which  assistance  was  sought  generally 
complied  with  Task  Force  requests,  but  many 
of  the  records  sought  could  not  be  located. 
The  government  of  Iran,  contacted  on  numer¬ 
ous  occasions  through  its  Permanent  Mission  to 
the  United  Nations,  denied  the  Task  Force’s  re¬ 
quest  to  travel  to  Iran  to  conduct  interviews. 
Although  the  Task  Force  was  able  to  contact 
several  critical  Iranian  nationals  while  they 
were  traveling  outside  of  Iran,  the  inability  to 
travel  to  Iran  prevented  access  to  many  individ¬ 
uals  who  might  have  had  knowledge  relevant  to 
the  allegations. 

The  government  of  Israel  also  declined  to 
allow  the  Task  Force  to  travel  to  Israel  to  inter¬ 
view  current  and  former  government  officials. 
The  government  of  Israel,  did,  however,  ap¬ 
point  a  special  investigator,  Israeli  General 
(Res.)  Raphael  Vardi  to  act  as  liaison  with  the 
Task  Force.  General  Vardi  interviewed  certain 
individuals  on  behalf  of  the  Task  Force.  The 
Task  Force  also  sought  certain  documents  from 
Israel.  General  Vardi  submitted  the  results  of 
his  investigation  to  the  Task  Force,  and  the 
government  of  Israel  has  given  us  permission 
to  utilize  these  findings  in  this  report.  While  we 
would  have  preferred  to  conduct  our  own 
interviews.  General  Vardi’s  report  reflects  sig- 
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nificant  effort  under  severe  time  constraints. 
The  Task  Force  is  grateful  to  the  government 
of  Israel  for  its  effort. 

The  government  of  Germany  permitted  the 
Task  Force  to  conduct  interviews  and  deposi¬ 
tions  in  Germany  and  made  available  its  former 
foreign  minister,  Hans-Dietrich  Genscher,  who 
played  a  critical  role  in  the  hostage  negotia¬ 
tions.  The  Task  Force  is  grateful  to  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Germany  for  its  assistance  in  this 
regard. 

The  government  of  Algeria  provided  valua¬ 
ble  assistance  to  the  Task  Force.  The  govern¬ 
ment  of  Algeria  invited  the  Task  Force  to  Al¬ 
giers  and  arranged  for  interviews.  The  Algeri¬ 
ans  were  scrupulous  in  maintaining  their  dis¬ 
cretion  and  neutrality  while  being  generous 
with  their  time  and  insight.  Algerian  assistance 
was  particularly  useful  in  understanding  the 
crucial  last  few  months  of  the  negotiations  that 
ended  the  hostage  crisis. 

D.  Foreign  Hotel  Records 


The  Task  Force,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
FBI’s  Legat  in  Madrid,  Spain,  Interpol,  and 
Spanish  Police  authorities,  was  able  to  obtain 
the  originals  of  the  Madrid  Plaza  Hotel’s  head 
tax  records  for  the  period  of  1980.  These  tax 
records,  maintained  to  cover  a  Spanish  head 
tax  on  each  hotel  guest  for  the  period,  while 
useful,  do  not  in  any  way  provide  any  identify¬ 
ing  information  other  than  the  guest’s  name 
and  the  date  the  head  tax  was  applicable. 

Extensive  efforts  were  also  made  to  obtain 
the  Plaza  Hotel  registration  entrance  card 
records  for  this  same  1980  period,  which  be¬ 
sides  the  guest’s  name,  would  have  included 
address,  date  of  birth,  passport  number,  etc. 
These  efforts  through  local  Spanish  police  au¬ 
thorities  and  the  Plaza  Hotel  in  Madrid  estab¬ 
lished  that  these  records  as  of  September  1992 
were  no  longer  maintained,  and  had  been  rou¬ 
tinely  destroyed  by  the  Plaza  Hotel  and  local 
Spanish  police  authorities. 

Similarly,  the  Task  Force  approached  the 
hotels  in  Paris  that  were  discussed  in  the  vari¬ 
ous  October  Surprise  allegations.  Some  of  the 
hotels  were  cooperative  in  searching  for 
records,  although  in  most  cases  they  were 
unable  to  locate  them  after  twelve  years.  The 
results  of  the  Task  Force  efforts  on  Paris  hotel 


records  collection  will  be  referred  to  as  appro¬ 
priate  in  this  report. 

E.  Assistance  From 
Journalists/Writers/ 

Researchers 

A  number  of  journalists,  writers,  and  re¬ 
searchers  have  devoted  considerable  attention 
to  the  October  Surprise  allegations.  Many  jour¬ 
nalists,  as  well  as  Iranian  scholars,  provided  the 
Task  Force  with  valuable  insights  into  the  mat¬ 
ters  under  investigation.  The  journalists  we 
spoke  with  fell  into  two  classes  of  witnesses: 
those  with  whom  the  Task  Force  conducted 
either  a  formal  on-the-record  interview  or  a 
deposition  and  those  with  whom  we  met  infor¬ 
mally.  The  Task  Force  also  benefitted  from  the 
assistance  of  Gary  Sick  who  submitted  to 
formal  interviews  and  sworn  deposition  testi¬ 
mony.  The  Task  Force  met  with  more  than  a 
dozen  journalists  and  writers  in  the  United 
States  and  abroad  who  have  written  extensively 
on  the  October  Surprise  proposition.  In  par¬ 
ticular,  Steven  Emerson,  Barbara  Honegger, 
Martin  Kilian,  Peggy  Robohm,  Robert  Parry, 
Tara  Sonenshine  and  David  Marks  provided  the 
Task  Force  with  valuable  time,  documents,  and 
information. 
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18.  Id.  at  25-26,  29-31. 

19.  Bernadette  Casey  Smith  and  Owen  Smith  Deposition  (Oct. 
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port.  At  the  request  of  the  Casey  family,  Hayward  went  to  the 
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Deps.  at  17. 
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employee  who  was  Mr.  Casey’s  Chief  of  Security  and  remains 
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endars”  in  the  McLean  home  when  either  Mrs.  Casey  or  Berna¬ 
dette  Casey  Smith  asked  him  to  locate  them  following  some  alle¬ 
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not  remove  any  documents.  The  Task  Force  investigators  re¬ 
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V.  Historical  Overview  of  the  Hostage 

Crisis 


On  November  4,  1979,  a  mob  of  Iranian  stu¬ 
dent  radicals  attacked  the  United  States  Embas¬ 
sy  in  Tehran,  took  63  Americans  hostage,  and 
demanded  that  the  United  States  extradite  the 
deposed  Shah  of  Iran.  Three  embassy  officials 
visiting  the  Iranian  Foreign  Ministry  were  also 
taken  hostage.  At  approximately  3:00  a.m.  EST, 
State  Department  officials  in  Washington  re¬ 
ceived  word  of  the  takeover  and  began  an 
effort  to  manage  a  crisis  that  would  not  be  re¬ 
solved  for  444  days.  Events  in  Iran  moved 
swiftly  and  inexplicably,  and  numerous  simulta¬ 
neous  and  successive  initiatives  were  put  in 
motion  in  the  United  States  to  address  the 
crisis.  To  understand  and  analyze  the  allega¬ 
tions  at  issue  in  this  investigation  and  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  events  followed  their  own  logic, 
or  as  alleged,  were  manipulated  for  electoral 
advantage,  it  is  essential  to  understand  the  his¬ 
torical  context  of  the  crisis  and  the  actions  of 
the  United  States  government.  This  section  of 
the  report  provides  some  background  on  the 
hostage  crisis  from  the  perspective  of  the  Irani¬ 
an  and  United  States  governments,  and  de¬ 
scribes  those  actions  of  “diplomacy  and  pres¬ 
sure”  1  taken  by  the  United  States  government 
to  resolve  the  crisis. 

A.  Iran:  Historical 
Perspective 

In  February  1979,  the  Pahlavi  dynasty  in  Iran 
collapsed  after  two  years  of  public  protest  and 
political  unrest  in  opposition  to  the  reign  of 
Muhammad  Reza  Shah  Pahlavi  (hereinafter  the 
“Shah”).  Replacing  the  Shah’s  government  was 
a  fundamentalist  Islamic  movement  led  by  Aya¬ 
tollah  Ruhollah  Khomeini  (hereinafter  Kho¬ 
meini).  Khomeini’s  revolutionary  Islamic  gov¬ 
ernment  reshaped  the  landscape  of  Iranian  pol¬ 


itics  and,  ultimately,  provoked  one  of  the  most 
serious  crises  in  the  history  of  American  for¬ 
eign  relations. 

Reza  Shah  Pahlavi  came  to  power  in  Iran  in 
1925,  and  ruled  his  country  until  the  allied  oc¬ 
cupation  of  Iran  in  1941. 2  With  the  occupation, 
Reza  Shah  was  forced  into  exile  and  replaced 
by  his  son,  the  Shah.3  In  the  post- World  War  II 
era,  political  and  social  movements  multiplied 
in  Iran,  bringing  with  them  increased  attention 
to  issues  of  nationalism  and  the  role  of  the 
British  government  in  Iranian  affairs.4  The 
leader  of  the  Iranian  nationalist  movement, 
Mohammad  Musaddeq,  made  among  his  goals 
the  nationalization  of  the  Anglo-Iranian  Oil 
Company  (“AIOC”),  in  which  the  British  main¬ 
tained  a  majority  ownership  interest  until  Mu¬ 
saddeq  became  prime  minister  in  1951. 5  In 
August,  1953,  however,  the  government  was 
overthrown  with  covert  assistance  from  the 
American  and  British  governments.6 

In  the  early  1960s,  Iran  again  experienced 
political  unrest,  this  time  in  response  to  the 
Shah’s  “White  Revolution,”  which  proposed, 
among  other  things,  land  reform  and  suffrage 
for  women.7  The  religious  leadership,  in  par¬ 
ticular  Khomeini,  who  had  previously  distin¬ 
guished  himself  in  1962  with  opposition  to  pro¬ 
posed  laws  providing  for  the  election  of  local 
councils  throughout  the  country,  opposed  the 
reform.8  In  1964,  Khomeini  opposed  Majlis 
(the  Iranian  parliament)  approval  of  a  measure 
that  extended  diplomatic  immunity  to  Ameri¬ 
can  military  personnel  and  their  families  sta¬ 
tioned  in  Iran.9  Khomeini’s  political  opposition 
grew  so  strong  that  the  Shah’s  government  ar¬ 
rested  him  and  forced  him  into  exile  in  Turkey 
on  November  4,  1964. 10  For  the  next  fifteen 
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years,  Khomeini  sustained  in  exile  his  opposi¬ 
tion  to  the  Shah’s  government.11 

1.  The  Path  to  Revolution: 

1963-1979 

Oil  revenues  fueled  economic  growth  in  Iran 
during  the  late  1960s  and  early  1970s.  The  re¬ 
sults  of  this  growth  were  not  all  positive  and,  as 
the  government  expanded  spending  in  the 
1970s,  prices  increased  quickly,  causing  wide¬ 
spread  opposition.  The  poor  economy  was  fur¬ 
ther  aggravated  by  social  problems  and  grow¬ 
ing  pressure  to  ease  political  repression. 

In  1977,  following  the  adoption  of  new  liber¬ 
alization  policies  by  the  Shah,  opposition  to  the 
Shah’s  policies  escalated.  Throughout  1977  and 
1978,  many  Iranians  moved  “to  Islam  as  a 
force  of  liberation  and  a  refuge  from  the  op¬ 
pressive  secular  politics  of  Pahlavi  rule.’’  12 
With  this  movement,  clerics  and  religious  stu¬ 
dents  became  increasingly  active  in  political  ac¬ 
tivity,  which  often  turned  violent.  When  riots 
occurred  in  the  religious  city  of  Qom  in  Janu¬ 
ary,  1978  after  a  government-sponsored  article 
attacked  Khomeini,  police  opened  fire  on  the 
protestors  and  killed  two  dozen  people.13  The 
Qom  killings  led  to  more  protests  and  vio¬ 
lence.14 

Religious  leaders  in  Qom,  who  were  in  com¬ 
munication  with  the  exiled  Khomeini,  contin¬ 
ued  to  mobilize  support.15  By  September,  dem¬ 
onstrators  were  openly  denouncing  the  Shah 
and  demonstrating  with  greater  frequency  and 
in  larger  numbers.  To  quell  the  demonstra¬ 
tions,  the  Shah  imposed  martial  law,  which  led 
to  further  confrontation  and  violence.16 

a.  Reaction  to  Revolution:  American 
Foreign  Policy  and  the  Fall  of  the  Shah 

The  crisis  in  Iran  posed  a  sharp  challenge  to 
United  States  policy.  As  historian  James  Bill 
summarized,  “[t]he  American  foreign  policy  es¬ 
tablishment  was  badly  divided  over  the  Iranian 
situation  and  the  major  actors  were  involved  in 
a  tangled  web  of  personal  and  policy  rivalry.’’17 
Iranian  specialists  in  the  State  Department  be¬ 
lieved  the  Shah  had  limited  time  remaining  in 
power.  American  Ambassador  to  Iran  William 
Sullivan,  who  had  earlier  been  optimistic  about 
the  Shah’s  political  future,  sent  a  cable  to  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State  Cyrus  Vance  on  November  9, 
1978  advocating  a  change  in  the  policy  of  sup¬ 


porting  the  Shah  and  advising  that  the  domi¬ 
nant  figure  in  Iran  was  Khomeini.18  Sullivan 
titled  his  cable:  “Thinking  the  Unthinkable.’’ 
President  Jimmy  Carter  and  his  national  securi¬ 
ty  advisor,  Zbigniew  Brzezinski,  however,  re¬ 
mained  loyal  in  their  support  for  the  Shah.19 

By  December,  1978,  with  his  political  power 
further  eroding,  the  Shah  turned  to  a  centrist 
coalition  party,  the  National  Front,  with  the 
idea  of  transferring  power  to  a  transition  gov¬ 
ernment.  He  appointed  Shapur  Bakhtiar,  a  lib¬ 
eral  member  of  the  National  Front  from  the 
time  of  Musaddeq,  as  prime  minister  on  De¬ 
cember  30.  The  Shah  left  Iran  on  January  16, 
1979. 20  Bakhtiar  was  expelled  from  the  Nation¬ 
al  Front  for  excepting  this  appointment. 

As  President  Carter’s  concern  over  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  Iran  grew,  he  ordered  General  Robert 
Huyser,  deputy  commander  of  United  States 
forces  in  Europe,  to  Iran  to  conduct  an  assess¬ 
ment.21  General  Huyser  arrived  in  Iran  on  Jan¬ 
uary  4,  1979,  and  later  said  that  “[i]n  general 
terms  I  was  sent  there  by  the  Government  of 
the  United  States  to  stabilize  the  Iranian  mili¬ 
tary  and  to  encourage  the  Iranian  military  to 
support  their  legal  government.’’22  Huyser 
found  the  Iranian  military  in  a  “state  of  confu¬ 
sion,’’  but  nonetheless  willing  to  find  common 
ground  with  the  Bakhtiar  government  to  pre¬ 
vent  the  communists  and  other  radical  left 
groups  from  coming  to  power.23 

b.  The  Birth  of  the  Islamic  Republic  of 
Iran:  1979-1980 

The  situation  in  Iran  did  not  stabilize  with 
the  Shah’s  departure  and  the  transition  of 
power  to  Bakhtiar.  Bakhtiar  had  little  power 
and  lacked  the  backing  of  Khomeini.  When 
Khomeini  returned  to  Iran  on  February  1, 
1979,  he  appointed  his  own  prime  minister, 
Mehdi  Bazargan,  and  announced  the  formation 
of  an  Islamic  state.24  Ten  days  later,  Bakhtiar’s 
government  collapsed. 

Bazargan  was  a  moderate  with  strong  ties  to 
the  Islamic  clerics  who  had  promoted  the  idea 
of  Islam  as  a  force  for  social  and  political 
change.25  Bazargan’s  eight  months  as  prime 
minister,  however,  “emphasize[d]  the  gap 
rather  than  the  community  of  interests  between 
the  secular  and  the  cleric  forces,  the  moderates 
and  the  radicals  who  had  made  the  revolution. 
It  was  also  a  period  when  the  revolutionaries 
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shaped  the  institutions  of  the  new  order,  re¬ 
formed  old  and  established  new  political  move¬ 
ments,  and  defined  the  issues  which  would 
excite  and  agitate  the  country  over  the  next 
several  years.”26 

Before  the  fall  of  the  Shah,  Khomeini  had  es¬ 
tablished  the  Revolutionary  Council,27  which 
would  later  play  a  major  function  in  the  gov¬ 
erning  of  Iran.  When  the  Shah’s  government 
fell,  the  Revolutionary  Council  seized  extensive 
powers,  which  strengthened  the  clerics  and 
weakened  the  influence  of  Bazargan  and  the 
moderates.28  The  Council  came  to  be  dominat¬ 
ed  by  Ayatollah  Mohammad  Beheshti  29  and 
other  clerics  from  the  newly-formed  Islamic  Re¬ 
public  Party  (IRP). 

A  range  of  political  parties  and  movements 
arose,  ranging  from  “Islamic-fundamentalist  to 
Islamic-radical,  from  liberal  to  conservative, 
from  socialist  to  Marxist-Leninist  and 
Maoist.”30  In  addition  to  the  IRP,  a  group  asso¬ 
ciated  with  a  centrist  political  rival  of  Kho¬ 
meini’s  in  Qom,  Ayatollah  Shariatmadari, 
formed  the  Islamic  People’s  Republican  Party 
(IPRP).31  The  IPRP  was  dedicated  to  the  broad 
goals  of  the  Islamic  Republic,  but  differed  from 
the  IRP  in  many  respects.  It  criticized  the  revo¬ 
lutionary  committees  and  the  revolutionary 
courts,  which  were  dispensing  summary  justice 
across  Iran.32  Leftist  elements  also  supported 
several  political  parties,  including  the  Iranian 
communist  party  (the  Tudeh)  and  two  more 
radical  groups,  the  Mojahedin-e  Khalq  and  the 
Fadayan-e  Khalq.33 

These  parties  competed  for  power  and  strug¬ 
gled  for  influence  over  the  institutions  of  the 
new  government.  The  new  government’s  effort 
to  draft  a  constitution  that  “would  define  the 
new  political  order  lent  urgency  and  intensity 
to  the  debate.”34  The  lines  were  drawn  be¬ 
tween  secular  parties,  which  called  for  an  open 
referendum  on  the  choice  between  an  “Islam¬ 
ic”  or  “democratic”  republic,  and  the  clerics, 
who  called  for  a  purely  Islamic  form  of  govern¬ 
ment.35  On  June  18,  1979  a  committee  present¬ 
ed  a  constitutional  draft  that  provided  for  a 
strong  presidency  and  some  individual  rights 
and  freedoms.36  While  it  paid  lip  service  to  the 
idea  of  an  Islamic  state,  it  gave  no  special  au¬ 
thority  to  the  religious  leaders.37  Opposition 
groups  sought  changes,  and  in  August  1979  an 
“Assembly  of  Experts”  convened  to  review  the 
constitution.38  It  was  in  the  midst  of  this  strug¬ 


gle  for  power  that  a  group  of  militant  students 
seized  control  of  the  American  embassy.  From 
its  beginnings,  the  hostage  crisis  was  closely 
intertwined  with  an  internal  power  struggle 
that  would  occupy  Iran  for  over  a  year. 

c.  Events  Leading  to  Embassy  Seizure 

Several  factors  led  to  the  seizure  of  the 
American  embassy  in  Tehran,  including  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  surrounding  the  exile  of  the  Shah. 
The  Shah  and  Empress  of  Iran  and  a  small  en¬ 
tourage  departed  Iran  for  Egypt  on  January  16, 
1979,  and  for  Morocco  a  week  later.39  The 
Bakhtiar  government  fell  on  February  1 . 

Early  in  February,  the  Shah  announced  that 
he  would  enter  the  United  States  on  February 
22.  This  created  a  delicate  situation.  An  attack 
on  the  American  Embassy  by  armed  militants 
on  February  14  had  indicated  the  depth  of  hos¬ 
tility  toward  a  continuing  official  American 
presence  in  Iran.40  The  Moroccan  government 
was  exploring  ways  to  deport  the  Shah  and 
contacted  a  United  States  public  relations  firm 
for  assistance  in  arranging  his  entry  into  the 
United  States.41 

While  Morocco  intensified  pressure  on  the 
Shah  to  depart,  former  Secretary  of  State 
Henry  Kissinger  and  the  chairman  of  the  Chase 
Manhattan  Bank,  David  Rockefeller,  worked  to 
encourage  the  Bahamas  to  accept  the  Shah  and 
his  entourage.42  On  March  30,  the  Shah  left  for 
the  Bahamas,  but  expressed  displeasure  with 
his  status.  Kissinger  and  Rockefeller  lobbied 
the  Carter  administration  to  allow  the  Shah  to 
come  to  the  United  States.43 

In  late  September  1979,  it  was  disclosed  that 
the  Shah  had  been  suffering  from  two  forms  of 
cancer  for  several  years.  On  October  21,  Presi¬ 
dent  Carter,  citing  the  Shah’s  declining  health, 
allowed  him  to  be  admitted  to  the  United 
States  from  Mexico.44  The  President  also  in¬ 
structed  the  United  States  charge  d’affaires  in 
Tehran,  Bruce  Laingen,  to  inform  Prime  Minis¬ 
ter  Mehdi  Bazargan  of  the  latest  developments. 
The  Iranians  were  skeptical  of  United  States 
motives.45  They  criticized  the  decision,  arguing 
that  the  Shah  should  be  treated  in  Western 
Europe.  Carter  stood  firm,  but  he  made  it  clear 
that  the  Shah  was  being  admitted  solely  for  hu¬ 
manitarian  reasons.46 

Despite  predictions  of  a  major  anti-American 
reaction  in  Iran  if  the  Shah  were  admitted  into 
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the  United  States,  the  initial  response  of  the 
Iranians  was  “curiously  muted.”47  Other 
events,  however,  heightened  Iranian  distrust  of 
American  motives.  For  instance.  National  Secu¬ 
rity  Advisor  Zbigniew  Brzezinski  met  in  Algiers 
with  Mehdi  Bazargan,  Foreign  Minister  Ibrahim 
Yazdi  and  Minister  of  War  Mustafa  Chamran 
on  November  1,  1979.  On  that  day  in  Tehran, 
huge  crowds  demonstrated  in  anti-American 
processions,  and  nearly  two  million  demonstra¬ 
tors  chanted  “Death  to  America”  while  listen¬ 
ing  to  provocative  speeches  about  the  criminal 
harboring  of  the  Shah  by  the  United  States. 
That  evening  Iranian  television  showed  pic¬ 
tures  of  Brzezinski  meeting  with  the  Iranian 
delegation.  Iranian  extremists  “interpreted  this 
as  evidence  of  the  Bazargan  government’s  col¬ 
lusion  with  an  American  that  had  just  given 
refuge  to  the  Shah,  whom  they  held  responsi¬ 
ble  for  all  their  problems.”  48 

On  November  4,  1979,  less  than  two  weeks 
after  the  Shah  was  admitted  to  the  United 
States,  a  massive  demonstration  occurred  in 
Tehran.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of  protesters 
marched  through  the  capital  commemorating 
the  first  anniversary  of  the  killing  of  students 
by  the  Shah’s  troops.49  During  the  mass  dem¬ 
onstration  about  400  students,  some  of  them 
reportedly  armed,  forced  open  the  gates  of  the 
United  States  embassy  and  scaled  the  com¬ 
pound  walls.50  After  entering  the  compound, 
the  students  encountered  little  resistance.  A 
small  group  of  United  States  Marines  stationed 
on  the  grounds  fired  tear  gas  canisters  to  no 
avail.  The  students  rushed  into  the  embassy 
buildings  and  took  all  the  personnel  hostage. 

The  students  announced  in  a  press  confer¬ 
ence  that  day  that  the  captives  would  not  be  re¬ 
leased  unless  the  exiled  Shah  was  returned  to 
Iran  to  stand  trial.  They  also  claimed  that  their 
actions  had  received  the  support  of  Iran’s  as¬ 
sembly  of  constitutional  experts,  which  was 
dominated  by  the  clergy  and  had  voted  that  day 
in  favor  of  the  seizure.51  A  spokesman  for  Kho¬ 
meini  claimed  that  the  occupation  had  the  reli¬ 
gious  leader’s  personal  support.52 

2.  The  Election  of  a  President 
and  a  Majlis 

Within  weeks  of  the  taking  of  the  hostages, 
the  assembly  of  experts  completed  its  work  on 
the  new  constitution.53  The  constitution  intro¬ 


duced  in  the  summer  of  1979  had  been  entirely 
reworked  into  a  document  creating  a  theocratic 
state.  Islamic  jurisprudence  served  as  the  foun¬ 
dation,  the  cleric  community  was  the  key  insti¬ 
tution,  and  the  faqih,  or  islamic  jurist,  played  a 
vital  role  in  the  state.54  Rival  political  parties 
continued  their  opposition  to  the  constitution, 
but  were  ultimately  defeated  by  the  IRP. 

With  the  constitution  in  place,  Khomeini 
turned  his  attention  to  the  first  presidential 
elections  for  the  Islamic  republic.  The  IRP,  suf¬ 
fering  from  disorganization  after  the  disqualifi¬ 
cation  of  its  leading  candidate,55  was  defeated 
by  Abol-Hasan  Bani-Sadr.56  Bani-Sadr,  who 
viewed  himself  as  the  “spiritual  son”  of  Kho¬ 
meini,  enjoyed  a  broad  margin  of  victory;  a 
margin  that  did  not  accurately  reflect  his  politi¬ 
cal  power.57  Because  Bani-Sadr  interpreted  the 
results  as  a  personal  endorsement  and  a  rejec¬ 
tion  of  the  IRP,58  he  believed  that  he  could 
transform  his  electoral  victory  into  control  of 
the  Majlis  in  the  forthcoming  parliamentary 
elections  and  ultimately  control  the  appoint¬ 
ment  of  cabinet  officials.59  This  was  not  to  be. 

IRP  leadership  took  a  different  view  of  the 
parliamentary  elections  and  Bani-Sadr.  Ayatol¬ 
lah  Beheshti  60  suggested  that  Bani-Sadr  was  in¬ 
capable  of  leading  a  country  in  a  state  of  revo¬ 
lution,  and  that  the  IRP  would  support  his 
presidency  only  so  long  as  he  pursued  a  mili¬ 
tant  Islamic  path.61  These  political  disputes, 
along  with  the  American  hostage  crisis  and  the 
impending  war  with  Iraq,  severely  strained  the 
revolutionary  government.62 

Bani-Sadr  failed  to  win  a  majority  in  the 
Majlis  elections  (held  in  two  stages  in  March 
and  May,  1980).  Of  234  deputies  elected,  more 
than  130  were  IRP  members,  while  Bani-Sadr’s 
supporters  took  only  a  “handful”  of  seats.63 
The  Majlis  elected  Hashemi  Rafsanjani  as  its 
speaker,  and  the  power  struggle  shifted  to  the 
cabinet’s  composition.64  Bani-Sadr  suffered  fur¬ 
ther  defeat  in  the  summer  of  1980  when,  after 
a  prolonged  power  struggle  in  June  and  July, 
he  accepted  the  IRP  prime  minister  candidate, 
Mohammad-Ali  Raja’i.65  Bani-Sadr  and  Raja’i 
then  fought  bitterly  over  cabinet  appointments, 
with  Bani-Sadr  seeking  educated  and  experi¬ 
enced  people  while  Raja’i  sought  those  who 
were  “one  hundred  percent  Islamic  and  revolu¬ 
tionary.”  66 
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The  prime  minister’s  selection  and  the  open¬ 
ing  of  the  Majlis  did  not  put  an  end  to  Iranian 
political  struggles.  In  fact,  political  rivalries  in¬ 
tensified  in  the  late  summer  and  early  fall  of 
1980.  Harold  H.  Saunders,  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Af¬ 
fairs,  received  a  report  in  mid-July  that  the 
Majlis  “already  shows  all  the  signs  of  being  a 
shambles.  It  will  not  be  an  effective  legislative 
instrument  because  its  members  lack  experi¬ 
ence  .  .  .  [and]  because  many  of  its  members 
will  use  it  as  a  debating  chamber  ....  To  the 
west,  the  hostage  issue  comes  first;  to  the  Irani¬ 
ans  it  has  slipped  down  the  list.’’  67 

3.  The  Islamic  Government’s 
Motives  in  the  Hostage  Crisis 

The  1979  Islamic  revolution  totally  changed 
Iran’s  politics  and  governmental  system.  Be¬ 
cause  Khomeini’s  followers  tried  to  promote 
radical,  anti-American  Islamic  fundamentalist 
revolt  throughout  the  region,  while  forming 
factions  and  competing  for  power  among  them¬ 
selves,  they  had  motives  for  sustaining  the  hos¬ 
tage  crisis. 

First,  the  Khomeini  government  wished  to 
destroy  relations  with  the  United  States  be¬ 
cause  Iran’s  leaders  saw  any  United  States  pres¬ 
ence  as  a  threat  to  subvert  the  revolution  and 
their  rule.  “Your  government  has  not  yet  given 
up  the  idea  of  ruling  Iran,’’  Bani-Sadr  told 
Washington  in  November  1979.  68  Khomeini 
said,  “Our  relations  with  the  United  States  are 
the  relations  of  the  .  .  .  plundered  with  the 
plunderer  .  .  .  What  need  have  we  of  the 
United  States?’’69  Ayatollah  Hussein  Ali  Monta- 
zeri  told  the  Muslim  world  that  the  crisis 
showed,  “You  do  not  need  the  United  States. 
The  United  States  needs  you.’’70 

Second,  Iran’s  leadership  wanted  to  discredit 
Iranian  moderates  as  American  puppets,  dis¬ 
parage  the  policies  they  advocated,  and  deny 
them  United  States  support.  The  main  targets 
of  this  assault  shifted  during  the  crisis,  from 
pro-Shah  or  centrist  forces  (like  Bakhtiar,  de¬ 
posed  in  February  1979),  to  moderate  Kho¬ 
meini  supporters  (like  Bazargan,  deposed  in 
November  1979),  to  less  militant  revolutionar¬ 
ies  (like  Bani-Sadr,  deposed  in  1981).  As  a  left¬ 
ist  leader  noted,  “Without  the  embassy  attack 
there  would  never  have  been  any  radicalization, 
still  less  a  change  in  the  government  team.’’71 


Third,  Iran’s  new  leaders  wanted  to  rally  the 
public  behind  a  program  of  anti-American  Is¬ 
lamic  solidarity  by  sustaining  a  crisis  in  which 
the  United  States  could  be  portrayed  as  a 
threat  and  a  villain.  In  a  period  of  intense  civil 
conflict — with  leftist  and  ethnic  groups  in 
revolt,  and  material  deprivation  sparking  public 
discontent — a  battle  with  the  United  States  was 
a  vital  prop  for  the  regime. 

Finally,  Iran’s  leaders  used  the  crisis — and 
their  own  zeal  in  opposing  the  United  States 
and  any  compromise — to  compete  against  fac¬ 
tional  rivals,  who  they  portrayed  to  Khomeini 
and  the  public  as  too  conciliatory  and  too  fear¬ 
ful  of  the  United  States.  Once  Khomeini  en¬ 
dorsed  the  embassy  takeover,  hostage  taking 
and  breaking  ties  with  the  United  States,  any 
Iranian  politician  seeking  to  end  the  conflict 
could  be  portrayed  as  disloyal.72 

Added  barriers  to  a  quick  resolution  were  the 
absence  of  any  clear  structure  of  authority  in 
Iran  73  and  the  difficulty  in  convincing  Kho¬ 
meini,  who  had  to  approve  every  decision,  to 
make  a  deal.74  Any  Iranian  politician  who  tried 
to  broker  a  compromise  risked  his  own  posi¬ 
tion.  These  factors  made  it  difficult  for  United 
States  officials  to  accurately  evaluate  represen¬ 
tations  made  by  those  in  power.  Throughout 
the  crisis,  discussions  would  repeatedly  break 
down  as  United  States  officials  misread  Teh¬ 
ran’s  hard  line. 

B.  United  States  Response  to 
the  Crisis 


Early  in  the  crisis,  Secretary  of  State  Cyrus 
Vance  was  told  by  a  prominent  Islamic  states¬ 
man  that  the  United  States  would  not  win  free¬ 
dom  for  the  hostages  until  Khomeini  had  “put 
all  the  institutions  of  the  Islamic  revolution  in 
place.*’75  But  rather  than  wait  for  this  to  occur, 
the  United  States  left  no  stone  unturned  in 
pursuing  a  solution.  With  hindsight,  it  is  clear 
that  the  hostages  were  released  only  when  they 
were  no  longer  useful  in  consolidating  the  Is¬ 
lamic  revolution,  and  that  all  attempts  to  free 
them  were  thwarted  by  the  political  struggle 
inside  Iran.  In  the  days  and  months  following 
the  hostages’  seizure,  however,  the  United 
States  used  every  tool  at  its  command  to  gain 
their  release. 
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Within  the  United  States  government,  central 
responsibility  for  the  crisis  was  lodged  in  the 
State  Department.  Almost  immediately,  the  De¬ 
partment  established  an  “Iran  W’orking  Group” 
to  monitor  the  crisis.76  The  Working  Group 
was  staffed  24  hours  a  day  by  people  from  vari¬ 
ous  components  of  the  Department,77  and 
headed  by  Harold  Saunders.78  Henry  Precht, 
the  director  of  State’s  Office  of  Iranian  Affairs, 
was  the  operational  head  of  the  group,  which 
had  as  its  primary  function  the  development  of 
channels  of  communication.  With  the  United 
States  Embassy  out  of  service,  and  CIA  and  De¬ 
fense  Intelligence  Agencies  links  severed,  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  Working  Group  had  to  develop  new 
methods  of  gathering  information  inside  Iran. 

It  soon  became  clear  that,  although  technical¬ 
ly  able  to  speak  with  individuals  inside  Iran,79 
the  United  States  did  not  know  with  whom,  in 
the  midst  of  the  revolution,  they  could  effec¬ 
tively  communicate  to  resolve  the  crisis.  The 
United  States  Embassy’s  Charge  d’Affaires, 
Bruce  Laingen,  Laingen’s  deputy  Victor  Tom- 
seth,  and  Security  Officer  Michael  Howland 
were  not  among  the  hostages  seized  at  the  Em¬ 
bassy  because  they  had  been  visiting  the  Irani¬ 
an  foreign  ministry  when  the  embassy  was  at¬ 
tacked.80  Initial  hopes  for  establishing  a  diplo¬ 
matic  channel  via  Laingen’s  direct  access  to  Ira¬ 
nian  Prime  Minister  Mehdi  Bazargan  and  For¬ 
eign  Minister  Ihrahim  Yazdi  were  dashed  when 
efforts  by  those  men  to  convince  Khomeini  to 
release  the  hostages  failed.  Bazargan  resigned 
in  protest,  leaving  the  reins  of  government  in 
the  hands  of  the  radical  Revolutionary  Council 
forbidden  by  Khomeini  to  communicate  with 
the  members  of  the  United  States  team.81 

To  attempt  to  understand  the  situation  inside 
Iran,  the  Working  Group  focused  on  the  vast 
network  of  people  in  the  United  States  with 
family  or  friends  within  Iran.  The  Working 
Group  coordinated  all  units  of  the  United 
States  government  working  on  the  issue,  identi¬ 
fied  and  prepared  courses  of  action,  and  for¬ 
mulated  them  for  presidential  decision.82  Each 
day  the  Working  Group  prepared  a  memoran¬ 
dum  for  the  White  House,83  titled  an  “Iran 
Update”,  in  which  they  summarized  the  day’s 
events  and  indicated  what  they  would  be  doing 
the  following  day.84 

The  Working  Group  was  in  constant  contact 
with  some  agencies  such  as  United  States  Im¬ 
migration  Service  and  the  Department  of  the 


Treasury  concerning  public  affairs  issues.85  Al¬ 
though  they  received  some  information  from 
the  intelligence  community,86  for  operational 
reasons,  CIA-developed  intelligence  stayed 
within  the  CIA  which  had  its  own  channels  of 
communication.87  The  National  Security  Coun¬ 
cil  provided  the  forum  to  bring  cabinet  level 
officials  together  to  coordinate  policy  deci¬ 
sions.88  The  crisis-management  tool  of  the  NSC 
was  the  Special  Coordination  Committee 
(SCC),  which  was  chaired  by  Zbigniew  Brze- 
zinski  and  met  almost  daily.89 

Members  of  these  crises  teams  focused  on  a 
two-track  strategy:  to  maximize  communication 
with  Iran  to  effect  the  release  of  the  hostages, 
and  to  exert  pressure  on  Iran  via  economic 
sanctions  90  and,  if  appropriate  to  use  military 
force.91  In  exploring  these  options,  the  United 
States  had  to  balance  concern  for  the  safety  of 
the  hostages  held  in  Iran  against  national  hu¬ 
miliation  and  the  view  that  the  United  States 
was  impotent  to  protect  its  own  citizens. 

1.  Official  Communication 
Channels 

The  United  States  explored  every  potential 
channel  of  communication  inside  and  outside 
the  normal  diplomatic  apparatus.  On  Novem¬ 
ber  6,  President  Carter  sent  former  Attorney 
General  Ramsey  Clark  and  former  Foreign 
Service  Officer  William  Miller  to  Iran  to  ask  for 
release  of  the  hostages.  It  was  thought  that 
Clark,  who  had  been  to  Tehran  and  met  with 
people  in  Khomeini’s  circle,  would  be  viewed 
as  someone  sympathetic  to  Iranian  griev¬ 
ances.92  Although  the  United  States  wished  to 
keep  this  mission  secret,  the  press  reported  it 
on  Tuesday  night,  November  6,  and  by 
Wednesday  morning  Khomeini  had  forbidden 
any  contact  with  the  United  States.93  When  this 
initial  effort  failed,  the  United  States  turned  to 
others  for  assistance.  If  someone  had  a  rela¬ 
tionship,  contacts  or  a  communications  channel 
that  could  produce  useful  information,  they 
were  consulted  by  United  States  officials. 

a.  The  Swiss 

While  it  is  customary  when  diplomatic  rela¬ 
tions  are  broken  for  each  government  to  ap¬ 
point  a  “protecting  power”  to  help  conduct  its 
business  in  the  other’s  capital,  the  Swiss  gov- 
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ernment  began  supporting  United  States  politi¬ 
cal  interests  in  Tehran  long  before  the  United 
States  broke  relations  with  Iran.94  As  the  Swiss 
Ambassador  to  Iran,  Eric  Lang,  became  a 
bearer  of  sensitive  United  States  messages  to 
key  Iranians,  a  principal  analyst  of  political  dy¬ 
namics  in  Tehran,  and  an  independent  source 
of  judgment  on  other  negotiating  channels.95 
Lang  communicated  with  the  Swiss  Ambassa¬ 
dor  in  the  United  States,  who  communicated 
directly  with  the  Working  Group.  Lang's  pri¬ 
mary'  contacts  in  Tehran  were  Sadegh  Ghotbza- 
deh  and  Bani-Sadr,  whom  he  described  as  a 
“very,  very  honest  man"  who  wanted  to  solve 
the  hostage  problem.96 

b.  The  PLO 

The  PLO  began  almost  immediately  to  ad¬ 
dress  the  hostage  issue  as  well,  signaling  the 
United  States  that  they  sought  no  quid  pro  quo 
and  were  essentially  acting  on  their  own  and 
not  as  mediators.97  The  United  States  initially 
sought  through  the  PLO  assurances  that  Kho¬ 
meini  could  effect  the  release  of  the  hostages. 
In  response  the  United  States  received  word  on 
November  9,  1980  via  PLO  channels  that  Kho¬ 
meini  was  seriously  considering  the  release  of 
women  and  black  hostages.  On  November  14 
the  United  States  was  notified  again  through 
the  PLO  that  Iran  was  prepared  to  release 
these  hostages  but  expected  a  United  States 
statement  regarding  the  departure  of  the 
Shah.98  Although  no  statement  was  issued,  Iran 
released  thirteen  women  and  black  hostages  on 
November  18  and  19.  PLO  officials  remained 
active  for  more  than  two  months,  until  early  in 
1980,  when  they  apparently  judged  the  situa¬ 
tion  in  Iran  so  chaotic  as  to  preclude  their  as¬ 
sistance.99 

c.  The  United  Nations 

On  November  13,  Iranian  Foreign  Minister 
Bani-Sadr  called  for  a  United  Nations  Security 
Council  meeting  accusing  the  United  States  of 
creating  an  “atmosphere  of  war”.100  Mansour 
Farhang,  an  Iranian  active  in  the  human  rights 
movement  who  was  in  Washington  when  the 
hostages  were  seized,  organized  a  group  of  Ira¬ 
nians  and  Americans  to  propose  UN  mediation 
to  Bani-Sadr  and  through  him,  to  the  Revolu¬ 
tionary  Council.101  The  Revolutionary  Council, 
which  at  that  time  had  moderate  elements, 


“thought  it  was  a  good  idea,”  and  asked  Far¬ 
hang  to  go  to  the  United  Nations  as  their  rep¬ 
resentative  to  organize  an  international  tribunal 
to  investigate  alleged  United  States  crimes 
against  Iran.102 

The  United  States  believed  that  convening 
such  a  tribunal  would  “constitute  further  and 
grave  violations  of  international  law”  and 
would  substantially  undercut  the  standing  and 
prestige  of  the  United  Nations.  The  United 
States  government  insisted  that  Iran  should  re¬ 
lease  the  hostages  before  Iran’s  grievances  could 
be  discussed.103  Secretary  General  Waldheim 
announced  the  United  States  position  to  the 
Iranians  on  November  17:  1)  Release  of  all 
American  personnel  held  in  Tehran;  2)  The  es¬ 
tablishment  of  an  international  commission  to 
inquire  into  violations  of  human  rights  in  Iran; 
3)  The  availability  of  United  States  courts  to 
hear  Iranian  claims  for  return  of  assets  believed 
illegally  taken  from  Iran;  and  4)  Affirmation  of 
Iran  and  the  United  States  that  they  would 
abide  by  the  Declaration  of  Principles  of  Inter¬ 
national  law  .  .  ,104 

Bani-Sadr  sent  two  representatives  to  New 
York,  where  negotiations  with  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  and  United  States  intermediaries  nar¬ 
rowed  the  differences  between  the  Iranian  and 
the  United  States  positions,  and  plans  were 
made  for  Bani-Sadr  to  address  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  and  meet  with  Vance  to  agree  on  a  final 
position.105  Waldheim  called  for  a  Security 
Council  meeting  and  debate  began  on  Decem¬ 
ber  1.  Bani-Sadr,  who  had  apparently  failed  to 
convince  Khomeini  that  he  should  attend  the 
debate,  was  removed  as  Foreign  Minister.  On 
November  28,  Ghotbzadeh  became  the  third 
Iranian  foreign  minister  in  as  many  weeks. 

Debate  ended  on  December  4  with  unani¬ 
mous  passage  of  Resolution  457,  calling  for  the 
release  of  the  hostages  and  for  the  United 
States  and  Iran  to  resolve  peacefully  the  re¬ 
maining  issues  between  them.  On  December 
22,  the  United  States  formally  requested  the 
United  Nations  Security  Council  to  “consider 
measures  which  should  be  taken  to  induce  Iran 
to  comply  with  its  international  obligations.”106 
On  December  31,  the  Security  Council  passed 
resolution  461,  instructing  Waldheim,  who  had 
left  for  Tehran,  to  “evaluate  the  United  States¬ 
man  confrontation  and  to  report  the  results  of 
his  mission  by  January  7.  If  he  made  no 
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progress,  the  Council  would  adopt  economic 
sanctions. ” 107  When  he  returned  to  the  United 
States,  Waldheim  met  with  President  Carter 
and  asked  that  the  United  States  government 
put  aside  its  intention  to  seek  economic  sanc¬ 
tions  and  make  an  offer  to  constitute  an  inter¬ 
national  tribunal  to  investigate  the  crimes  of 
the  Shah  in  exchange  for  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.108  Carter  rejected  this  proposal — he 
wanted  the  hostages  released  first. 

On  January  13,  1980  the  Security  Council 
voted  on  the  sanctions.  The  Soviet  Union 
vetoed  the  measure.  The  United  States  de¬ 
clared  that  it  would  proceed  with  sanctions  de¬ 
spite  the  veto  and  called  for  other  nations  to 
join  in.  European  nations  unanimously  refused 
to  do  so,  arguing  that  severe  economic  sanc¬ 
tions  would  force  Iran  to  turn  to  the  Soviet 
Union.  They  urged  United  States  patience.109 
The  United  States  reiterated  its  intention  to 
impose  unilateral  sanctions  but  stated  these 
would  be  “held  in  abeyance”  while  diplomatic 
negotiations  at  the  United  Nations  contin¬ 
ued.110 

On  January  25,  Bani  Sadr  was  an  easy  victor 
in  the  Iranian  presidential  election,  receiving 
between  75%  and  80%  of  the  vote.111  After 
being  confirmed  by  the  Interior  Ministry  as  the 
winner  of  the  election,  Bani-Sadr  said  that  the 
hostages  could  be  released  if  the  United  States 
acknowledged  its  “crimes”  for  supporting  the 
Shah,  approved  Iran’s  right  to  begin  proceed¬ 
ings  against  the  Shah  (presumably  a  trial),  and 
offered  guarantees  not  to  interfere  in  Iranian 
affairs  in  the  future.112 

A  United  Nations-sponsored  commission  was 
named  by  Waldheim  on  February  18  and  ar¬ 
rived  in  Teheran  on  February  23,  1980  to  hear 
grievances  relating  to  the  Shah’s  reign.  Al¬ 
though  Bani-Sadr  announced  he  was  “now  in  a 
position  to  resolve  the  problem,”113  the  day  the 
commission  arrived,  Khomeini  announced  that 
“the  representatives  of  the  people”  (the  Majlis 
or  Iranian  parliament)  would  decide  on  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages.114  Although  the  Majlis 
elections  were  scheduled  for  mid-March,  it 
would  not  be  able  to  address  the  issue  until 
mid-April.  On  March  10,  1980,  Khomeini  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  commission  would  not  be  al¬ 
lowed  to  meet  with  the  hostages  until  after  the 
Majlis  had  issued  its  own  report  on  the  hostage 
situation.  These  conditions  were  unacceptable 
to  the  United  States  and  the  commission  de¬ 


parted  Iran  the  following  day.115  The  United 
States  would  continue  to  explore  ways  to  gain 
the  release  of  the  hostages. 

d.  International  Court  of  Justice 

On  November  29,  the  United  States  had  peti¬ 
tioned  the  International  Court  of  Justice  at  the 
Hague  to  declare  the  hostage  seizure  illegal 
and  order  their  immediate  release.116  On  De¬ 
cember  10,  the  Department  of  Justice  implored 
the  Court  to  take  “the  quickest  possible  action” 
to  ensure  the  release  of  the  hostages.117  On  De¬ 
cember  15,  the  same  day  the  Shah  left  the 
United  States  for  Panama,  the  court  issued  a 
unanimous  opinion  ordering  the  release  of  the 
hostages.118 

The  State  Department  prepared  briefs  for 
the  International  Court  to  study  in  anticipation 
of  a  final  decision  on  the  case.  On  May  24, 
1980,  the  Court  acted  on  the  United  States 
appeal  and  issued  final  orders  to  Iran  to  re¬ 
lease  the  hostages,  condemned  Iran  for  “re¬ 
peated  and  flagrant”  violations  of  international 
law,  and  mandated  that  it  pay  reparations  for 
damages.119  The  Court  also  voted  that  Iran 
should  return  to  the  United  States  its  diplomat¬ 
ic  properties  in  Iran.  120  The  captors  at  the 
United  States  Embassy  rejected  the  decision,  as 
did  Khomeini.121 

2.  Private  Channels 

In  addition  to  pursuing  official  channels,  the 
State  Department  was  continuously  in  contact 
with  many  private  citizens  who  would  become 
interlocutors  between  the  United  States  and 
Iran.  Because  Khomeini  was  unreachable,  the 
United  States  had  to  identify  people  around 
him  with  whom  they  could  communicate.  The 
following  individuals  were  the  most  prominent 
“channels”  utilized  during  the  crisis. 

a.  Cyrus  Hashemi 

Among  those  who  approached  the  United 
States  government  were  two  men  who  play 
prominent  roles  in  the  allegations  under  inves¬ 
tigation  by  the  Task  Force:  Cyrus  and  Jamshid 
Hashemi.  Ultimately  neither  would  prove  reli¬ 
able,  but  their  contact  with  the  United  States 
government  during  this  period  perhaps  created 
the  appearance  to  some  that  they  were  acting 
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in  an  official  capacity.  For  this  reason,  their  ac¬ 
tivities  are  detailed  here. 

On  December  7,  1979,  Stanley  Pottinger,  a 
former  official  in  the  Justice  Department  under 
President  Ford,  wrote  to  Warren  Christopher 
on  behalf  of  his  client,  Dr.  Cyrus  Hashemi.122 
Pottinger  enclosed  a  memorandum  setting 
forth  the  issues  Hashemi  believed  were  of  con¬ 
cern  to  Iran,123  and  suggested  that  Hashemi, 
who  was  in  daily  contact  with  “high  levels  of 
Iranian  government,”  was  willing  to  act  as  an 
intermediary. 124  Hashemi  had  already  ap¬ 
proached  Ramsey  Clark  and  claimed  that  he 
was  in  contact  with  “key  individuals  in 
Tehran”,  and  that  he  hoped  to  arrange  a  meet¬ 
ing  between  Khomeini’s  nephew  and  a  United 
States  representative,  possibly  Clark. 125 

Christopher  sent  the  letter  to  Saunders,  who, 
because  Hashemi  proposed  involving  signifi¬ 
cant  Iranians, (i.e.,  that  members  of  Khomeini’s 
family)  believed  it  merited  attention. 126  Saun¬ 
ders  met  with  Hashemi  in  Pottinger’s  office  on 
December  12,  before  Hashemi  was  to  return  to 
Tehran.127  He  reported  to  the  Working  Group 
that  Hashemi  did  not  view  United  States  con¬ 
centration  on  contacts  with  those  on  the  Revo¬ 
lutionary  Council  as  the  best  approach  to  the 
hostage  issue.  Hashemi  viewed  Bani-Sadr  and 
Ghotbzadeh  as  “uncertain  in  their  positions” 
and  “vulnerable  to  attack”  and  therefore  un¬ 
likely  either  to  tell  Khomeini  what  he  did  not 
want  to  hear  or  to  try  to  implement  a  course  of 
action  opposed  by  the  revolutionaries. 128 

Hashemi  recommended  that  the  United 
States  develop  channels  with  individuals  who 
had  no  immediate  political  ambitions  such  as 
himself,  the  Ayatollah  Passendideh,  Admiral 
Madani  (a  high  ranking  member  of  the  Iranian 
armed  forces),129  or  Dr.  Mahmoud  Moini, 
whom,  Hashemi  claimed,  could  explain  the 
economic  damage  being  done  to  Iran  by 
United  States  pressure.130  Hashemi  proposed  a 
two-step  strategy:  To  establish  contact  between 
the  United  States  and  Khomeini  governments 
by  arranging  a  meeting  with  Reza  Passendideh 
to  discuss  the  release  of  the  hostages;  and  to 
act  as  a  conduit  to  provide  financial  support  to 
Admiral  Madani,  who  had  fallen  out  of  favor 
with  Khomeini  but  was  a  credible  candidate  in 
the  Iranian  presidential  elections  to  be  held  in 
January,  1980. 131 

Even  at  the  outset,  the  Working  Group  was 
skeptical  of  Hashemi,  concluding  that  while  he 


“seemfed]  sensible”,  there  was  “a  shadow  of 
suspicion  that  he  [was]  serving  his  own  person¬ 
al  interests,”  perhaps  seeking  to  avoid  law¬ 
suits.132  On  December  21,  Secretary  of  State 
Vance  wrote  to  President  Carter  summarizing 
the  Hashemi  proposal  to  “find  a  channel  direct 
to  Khomeini”  and  indicating  that  Hashemi  had 
informed  them  that  Khomeini  had  approved  a 
preliminary  meeting  between  one  or  two  Amer¬ 
ican  officials  and  three  or  four  Iranians.133 

Vance  expressed  skepticism  about  those  who 
put  “[themselves]  forward  as  potential 
mediators],”  saying  that,  while  these  people 
appeared  to  be  responsible  individuals,  he  had 
no  way  of  “measuring  their  effectiveness  to 
Khomeini.”  134  Nevertheless,  because  the 
United  States  had  “experienced  the  inability  of 
members  of  the  Revolutionary  Council  to 
follow  through  on  proposals  made  to  Kho¬ 
meini.”  Vance  recommended  preliminary  secret 
exploration  of  the  Hashemi  channel.  While  he 
did  not  hold  “high  hopes,”  it  seemed  to  Vance 
unwise  not  to  take  seriously  any  reasonable 
proposal. 135 

On  January  2,  Saunders  and  Mark  Feldman, 
State  Department  deputy  legal  advisor,  met 
with  Hashemi,  Pottinger,  Dr.  Moini  (represent¬ 
ing  his  brother-in-law  and  Khomeini’s  nephew, 
Reza  Passendideh),136  and  Mohammad  Ali  Bala- 
mian  Hashemi  (Cyrus  Hashemi’s  step-broth¬ 
er).137  The  latter  offered  to  establish  direct  con¬ 
tact  with  the  Ayatollahs  Passendideh  and  Kho¬ 
meini  to  discuss  the  release  of  the  hostages  and 
an  investigation  of  Iran’s  grievances. 138 

Following  this  meeting,  Saunders  and  the 
Chief  of  the  CIA’s  Near  East  Division,  Charles 
Cogan,  met  on  January  5,  1980  with  the  Hashe- 
mis  in  London  to  discuss  implementation  of 
the  second  prong  of  the  proposal.  Cogan  was 
introduced  as  Saunders*  “colleague.”  The 
brothers  claimed  to  represent  Admiral  Ahmad 
Madani,  who  needed  campaign  funds  to  run  for 
president  in  Iran.139  Mohammad  Hashemi  said 
he  was  “fully  mandated  by  Madani”  to  seek 
campaign  funds  from  the  United  States.140 

The  CIA  had  desired  access  to  Madani  and 
the  CIA  viewed  the  Hashemi’s  as  potential  ve¬ 
hicles.  Cogan  called  to  set  up  a  meeting  with  a 
key  assistant  to  Ahmad  Madani,  Houshang 
Aranianpour,  but  said  that  Mohammed  Ha¬ 
shemi  need  not  attend.141  Cogan  gave  the  Ha- 
shemis  a  portion  of  the  $500,000  in  cash  as  an 
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initial  contribution  for  the  Mandani  political 
campaign  and  said  that  there  were  “no  strings 
attached,”  but  that  the  United  States  govern¬ 
ment  would  like  an  accounting  of  how  funds 
were  spent  and  wanted  the  hostages  back  un¬ 
harmed.142  When  Cogan  asked  how  Madani 
would  gain  the  release  of  the  hostages,  Cyrus 
Hashemi  said  that  if  the  Passendideh  mediation 
did  not  work  and  if  Madani  were  not  elected 
president,  the  hostages  would  be  released  as  a 
part  of  an  overall  military  action  carried  out 
under  Madani’s  leadership. 

On  February  7,  1980,  CIA  officials  deter¬ 
mined  that  Mohammed  Ali  Balanian  Hashemi, 
also  known  as  Jamshid  Hashemi,  was  a  “traf¬ 
ficker  in  intelligence  to  whomever  would  buy 
it,”  and  “dishonest  and  untrustworthy  beyond 
belief.”  143  They  determined  that  one  or  both 
of  the  Hashemis  had  exaggerated  some  of  their 
claimed  contacts  with  Madani  and  had  withheld 
ninety  percent  of  the  financial  aid  that  was  to 
be  forwarded  to  him.144  After  confronting  Jam¬ 
shid  Hashemi  with  what  they  had  learned,  the 
CIA  demanded  a  full  accounting  from  the  Ha¬ 
shemis  and  terminated  the  relationship.145 

Cyrus  Hashemi,  represented  by  counsel  Stan¬ 
ley  Pottinger,  returned  the  half  of  the  funds 
that  had  not  been  provided  for  the  operation 
involving  Madani.  Another  substantial  portion 
of  the  funds  were  provided  in  a  non-negotiable 
check  for  Iranian  Rials  to  be  cashed  at  a  Bank 
in  Iran.146  By  late  February  1980,  the  CIA  had 
ceased  contact  with  the  Hashemis  because  they 
were  not  “proving  able  to  achieve  the  accom¬ 
plishment  of  hostage  release,”  because  they 
had  reports  that  prominent  members  of  the  op¬ 
position  in  Iran  did  not  trust  and  respect  the 
Hashemis,  and  because  they  had  uncovered 
substantial  information  about  fraudulent  busi¬ 
ness  dealings  by  the  Hashemis — particularly 
Jamshid,  “who  [had]  a  record  of  working  for 
foreign  intelligence  services.”  147 

Meanwhile,  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  plan  to  arrange 
a  meeting  between  United  States  officials  and 
Reza  Passendideh  was  still  of  interest.  Hashemi 
“surfaced  again”  in  late  February,  reporting  to 
the  State  Department  that  Reza  Passendideh 
would  meet  with  Hashemi  and  Pottinger  in 
Europe.148  Saunders  told  the  Working  Group 
that  he  would  brief  Pottinger  with  “just  enough 
to  give  him  some  innocent  but  cogent  ques¬ 
tions”  to  ask  in  order  to  determine  whether 
there  was  anything  to  gain  from  the  Passendi¬ 


deh  contact  “if  it  materialized].”  149  He  added 
that,  at  that  point,  the  State  Department,  too 
“ha[d]  taken  [their]  distance  from”  the  Hashe¬ 
mis.150  The  meeting  did  not  materialize  until 
July  2,  when  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Reza  Passendi¬ 
deh,  Moini,151  and  Pottinger  met  at  the  Madrid 
Hilton.152  Passendideh  said  that  his  “close  rela¬ 
tive”  knew  he  was  in  Madrid,  as  did  Bani- 
Sadr,153  and  after  discussing  methods  for  open¬ 
ing  contact  between  Iran  and  the  United  States, 
they  settled  on  a  letter  from  then-Secretary  of 
State  Muskie  to  Bani-Sadr.  Passendideh  told 
the  group  that  he  was  there  because  Kho¬ 
meini’s  “key  people”  wanted  to  end  the 
crisis.154 

The  only  operative  suggestion  that  flowed 
from  the  meeting  was  that  Muskie  send  a  mes¬ 
sage  directly  to  Iran.  By  the  time  the  meeting 
occurred,  the  Majlis  was  being  formed  and  it 
would  have  been  appropriate  for  there  to  be 
direct  communication  between  the  United 
States  and  the  new  prime  minister.  Thus,  the 
meeting  was  not  viewed  as  significant.155 

On  September  18,  Saunders  reported  to  the 
Working  Group  that  Pottinger  had  advised  him 
that  Rafsanjani,  Speaker  of  the  Majlis,  had 
asked  Cyrus  Hashemi  to  serve  as  one  of  two 
advisors  to  the  Special  Parliamentary  Commis¬ 
sion  to  consider  the  hostage  crisis.156  One  week 
later,  Saunders  reported  that  Hashemi  and  Pot¬ 
tinger  were  trying  to  work  Hashemi  back  into 
the  negotiation  process  by  offering  to  trace  the 
Shah’s  assets.  Hashemi  claimed  to  have  a  list  of 
the  assets  prepared  by  Ali  Reza  Nobari,  head  of 
the  Iranian  Central  Bank.  Hashemi  also  claimed 
to  have  submitted  a  paper  to  Majlis  Speaker 
Rafsanjani  pertaining  to  the  use  of  the  Shah’s 
assets  as  a  basis  for  a  settlement  of  the  crisis.157 

Also,  in  September  1980,  the  United  States 
government  received  second-hand  information 
from  a  former  employee  of  the  Hashemis  that 
they  were  helping  the  Khomeini  regime  to  cir¬ 
cumvent  the  United  States  arms  embargo  and 
sanctions  and  were  distributing  pro-Khomeini 
propaganda  in  the  United  States.158  Indeed,  in 
order  to  establish  their  bona  fides  with  the 
Carter  Administration,  the  Hashemis  previously 
had  claimed  to  have  participated  in  the  Kho¬ 
meini  government. 159 

Saunders  advised  the  CIA  that  he  was  receiv¬ 
ing  conflicting  information  from  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  on  Khomeini’s  position  regarding  the 
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hostages.  While  receiving  positive  signals  from 
his  West  German  channel,  he  had  more  de¬ 
tailed  information  from  Hashemi  that  Khomeini 
was  “balking”  at  release  of  hostages  in  the  im¬ 
mediate  future.  In  early  October  1980,  the  CIA 
uncovered  substantial  information  about  fraud¬ 
ulent  business  dealings  by  the  Hashemis.160 

Nevertheless,  Cyrus  Hashemi  remained  in 
contact  with  the  State  Department  and 
“became  interesting  again”  during  the  final  ne¬ 
gotiations,  when  he  claimed  to  be  in  contact 
with  Rafsanjani’s  office  and  provided  some  in¬ 
formation  on  how  United  States  proposals  were 
being  handled.161  On  November  17,  the  Work¬ 
ing  Group  noted  that  Hashemi  had  reported 
“his  impression”  that  a  central  Iranian  concern 
was  that  funds  in  overseas  branches  of  United 
States  banks  would  not  be  available  immediate¬ 
ly.162  Hashemi  also  reported  that  conflicting 
legal  advice  from  private  American  lawyers  on 
the  extent  of  the  United  States  government’s 
ability  to  deal  with  the  various  claims  and  at¬ 
tachments  was  confusing  to  the  Iranians.163  Al¬ 
though  Hashemi  suggested  he  would  go  to 
Paris  to  meet  with  an  aide  to  Raja’i,  Roberts 
Owen,  Legal  Advisor,  Department  of  State,  and 
Lloyd  Cutler,  White  House  counsel,  said  the 
United  States  would  meet  directly  to  clear  up 
any  confusion. 164  That  same  day,  according  to 
Pottinger,  Hashemi  sent  a  telex  to  Raja’i  giving 
his  views  on  the  financial  aspects  of  the  United 
States  proposal  i.e.,  that  Iran’s  financial  inter¬ 
ests  could  be  protected.165 

The  Iranians  indicated  they  wanted  to  main¬ 
tain  the  existing  channel  of  communication 
through  the  Algerians  and  not  deal  directly 
with  the  United  States.166  Moreover,  toward  the 
end  of  December,  as  Hashemi’s  information 
seemed  to  conflict  with  information  received 
from  other  channels,167  Saunders  reported  from 
Algiers  that  “Hashemi  [was]  not  dealing  with 
people  who  [were]  plugged  in”  to  the  negotia¬ 
tions,  and  expressed  his  concern  about  “cross¬ 
ing  wires.”  168 

Clearly  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  insights  and  sugges¬ 
tions  were  not  generally  of  much  value  to  the 
United  States  government.169  Henry  Precht, 
who,  as  operational  head  of  the  working  group, 
had  the  most  detailed  information  from  all  the 
private  channels,  believed  Hashemi  to  be  “un¬ 
reliable”. 170  The  State  Department,  always  sus¬ 
picious  of  Hashemi’s  motives,  did  not  rely 
heavily  upon  him,  but  his  judgements  about  the 


powerlessness  of  Bani-Sadr  and  Ghotbzadeh 
were  consistent  with  other  analysis  of  the  situa¬ 
tion. 

b.  Professor  Richard  Cottam 

Many  others  in  contact  with  the  United 
States  government,  such  as  Professor  Richard 
Cottam,  professor  emeritus  at  the  University  of 
Pittsburgh,  proved  valuable  to  the  United 
States  in  interpreting  events  in  Iran  and  cor¬ 
roborating  or  refuting  information  provided  by 
others.  Professor  Cottam,  who  had  spent  a  year 
in  Iran  as  a  Fulbright  scholar  in  1951  was  an 
early  source  and  conduit  for  information.171 
Not  only  were  his  educational  credentials  im¬ 
pressive,  he  had  worked  for  the  United  States 
government  and  been  stationed  in  Iran  from 
1956  to  1958. 

Given  Cottam’s  background  and  previous 
contacts  with  Precht,172  he  was  a  natural  “chan¬ 
nel”  of  communication.  Cottam’s  communica¬ 
tions  with  Ghotbzadeh  173  and  others  were  re¬ 
ported  in  Iran  updates  as  early  as  November, 
1979.  On  December  11,  1979  Cottam  called 
Ghotbzadeh  at  Precht’s  request  to  “take  sound¬ 
ings  on  Iranian  internal  debate  on  ending  the 
crisis.”174  Ghotbzadeh  said  he  knew  Iran’s  “ulti¬ 
mate  condition”  (presumably  extradition  of  the 
Shah)  could  not  be  met  but  that  Iran  would 
need  some  concessions  from  the  United 
States.175  At  the  end  of  the  conversation  Ghotb¬ 
zadeh  said  he  hoped  to  see  Cottam  “very 
soon,”  which  Cottam  understood  as  a  coded 
reference,  which  they  had  agreed  on  earlier,  in¬ 
dicating  that  a  settlement  might  be  near.176 

The  first  information  from  Ghotbzadeh  that 
Cottam  was  able  to  corroborate  concerned  the 
possible  extradition  of  the  Shah.  With  the 
Soviet  invasion  of  Afghanistan  in  December, 
1979,  Ghotbzadeh  had  become  aware  of  the  in¬ 
ternal  and  international  costs  that  Iran  paid  for 
the  holding  of  the  hostages.177  He  had  tried  to 
work  with  the  United  States  on  the  United  Na¬ 
tions  Commission  of  Inquiry,  while  at  the  same 
time  emphasizing  his  plan  to  extradite  the  Shah 
to  Iran.178  He  told  Cottam  that  he  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  Khomeini  would  be  receptive  to  the  argu¬ 
ment  that,  once  the  hostage  issue  was  resolved, 
Iran  could  assume  a  role  in  opposing  the  Sovi¬ 
ets. 

The  State  Department  was  advised  by  Am¬ 
bassador  Lang,  also  in  touch  with  Ghotbzadeh, 
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that  he  was  interested  in  a  three-point  United 
Nations  Security  Council  resolution  that  could 
form  the  starting  point  for  a  shared  United 
States-Iranian  interest  in  Afghanistan.179  Ghotb- 
zadeh  believed  the  Security  Council  should  rec¬ 
ommend  as  “parallel  and  interconnecting,”  the 
following:  extradition  of  the  Shah  and  restitu¬ 
tion  of  imperial  assets  by  the  Americans  and  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages  by  the  Iranians.180  Al¬ 
though  Lang,  as  had  Cottam,  pointed  out  the 
difficulties  of  extradition,  Ghotbzadeh  re¬ 
mained  focused  on  the  concept,  saying  we 
should  not  be  deterred  by  “technicalities.”  181 

Cottam  also  reported  to  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  that  Iranian  presidential  politics  seemed 
to  be  at  play  in  Ghotbzadeh’s  interest  in  reach¬ 
ing  a  settlement,  as  he  believed  a  settlement 
would  advance  his  own  political  fortunes.182 

After  Bani-Sadr  was  elected  president, 
Cottam  was  advised  that  there  would  be  no  real 
progress  until  he  had  parliamentary  control.183 
This  was  echoed  by  Ambassador  Lang. 184 
Ghotbzadeh  told  Cottam  that  he  and  Bani-Sadr 
were  “not  getting  on  well”  in  early  February, 
but  that  he  expected  to  remain  in  office  for  two 
months.185  In  those  months  he  continued  to 
work  diligently  to  extradite  the  Shah  and  gain 
the  release  of  the  hostages. 

c.  The  French  Lawyers  and  Ghotbzadeh 

One  channel  that  appeared  to  have  the  most 
likelihood  of  ending  the  hostage  crisis  was 
Hamilton  Jordan’s  contact  with  Ghotbzadeh 
through  French  lawyers  Francois  Cheron  and 
Christian  Bourguet,  and  Argentine  business¬ 
man  Hector  Villalon.  Jordan’s  contacts  with  the 
lawyers  originated  from  his  relationship  with 
Panamanian  President  Omar  Torrijos,  cultivat¬ 
ed  during  the  Panama  Canal  treaty  negotiation. 
Jordan,  who  had  arranged  the  transfer  of  the 
Shah  from  the  United  States  to  Panama,  hoped 
“to  create  a  better  atmosphere  for  resolving 
the  hostage  crisis.”  186 

As  noted  above,  Ghotbzadeh  had  raised  with 
Cottam  the  issue  of  the  Shah’s  extradition  from 
Panama  as  a  first  step  towards  the  release  of 
the  hostages,  and,  despite  Cottam’s  skepticism, 
Ghotbzadeh  seemed  confident  Panama  would 
surrender  the  Shah.187  Panamanian  officials 
suggested  to  Jordan  that  he  meet  directly  with 
the  French  lawyers  to  discuss  extradition.  He 
agreed,  and  on  January  19,  1980  Jordan  and 
Saunders  met  in  London  with  Bourguet  and 


Hector  Villalon.188  During  the  meeting,  Bour¬ 
guet  called  Ghotbzadeh  directly  in  Tehran. 
While  Ghotbzadeh  would  not  speak  with 
Jordan,  it  clearly  demonstrated  Bourguet’s 
access  to  the  Iranian  foreign  minister. 189 

Nearly  three  months  of  serious  and  extreme¬ 
ly  sensitive  negotiations  followed.  Given  the 
fact  that  Khomeini  had  forbidden  such  direct 
contact,  these  meetings  and  this  channel  of  ne¬ 
gotiations  were  viewed  as  the  most  hopeful 
channel  then  being  pursued.  On  February  4, 
President  Carter  noted  in  his  diary  that  Presi¬ 
dent  Bani-Sadr  was  “sending  word  to  us  direct¬ 
ly  that  he  wants  to  proceed  with  the  resolution 
of  the  hostage  question”  but  that  he  “does  not 
want  us  to  identify  him  as  a  friend  of  the 
United  States  or  as  a  moderate.  He  wants  to  be 
known  as  a  revolutionary,  protecting  the  inter¬ 
ests  of  Iran  against  both  superpowers’ 
threats.”  190 

In  fact,  in  mid-February,  Jordan  held  a 
secret,  face-to-face  meeting  with  Ghotbzadeh  in 
Paris.  What  was  most  encouraging  about  the 
meeting  was  the  fact  that  it  happened  at  all.191 
Villalon  reported  to  the  State  Department  on 
March  3  that  “they  had  worked  all  day  to  per¬ 
fect  the  final  stages  of  the  scenario.”192  The 
final  step  in  the  scenario  was  for  the  Joint 
Commission  “to  resolve  all  unresolved  bilateral 
problems”  on  a  date  to  be  determined  by  Iran 
and  the  United  States  within  one  month  after 
the  transfer  of  the  hostages  from  the  students’ 
custody.193  As  the  days  passed  and  nothing 
happened,  the  United  States  considered  “stiffer 
measures”  against  Iran.194 

The  failure  of  the  United  Nations  Commis¬ 
sion  to  influence  the  hostage  transfer,  the  de¬ 
parture  of  the  Shah  from  Panama  to  Egypt  on 
March  23,1980,  and  political  strife  between 
clerics  and  secular  leaders  in  Tehran  all  dimin¬ 
ished  the  prospects  for  success  through  the 
Jordan  channel.  The  French  lawyers  had  been 
unable  to  reach  Panama  with  their  extradition 
papers  prior  to  the  Shah’s  departure.  The  Ira¬ 
nians,  urged  on  by  numerous  press  reports  in 
Panama  and  America,  believed  that  Henry  Kis¬ 
singer  and  David  Rockefeller  had  orchestrated 
the  Shah’s  flight  to  Egypt.195 

With  the  situation  deteriorating,  Carter  sent 
a  letter  on  March  25,  1980  indicating  that  if  the 
hostages  were  not  transferred  to  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment  custody  by  March  31,  additional  “non- 
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belligerent”  measures  would  be  taken.  Carter 
decided  to  delay  imposition  of  more  severe 
economic  sanctions  if  certain  steps  were  taken 
by  Iran.  These  prospects  were  complicated  on 
March  29  by  the  appearance  in  Iran  of  an 
‘‘apology  letter”  supposedly  sent  by  Carter  to 
the  Iranian  government.  The  White  House  im¬ 
mediately  denied  the  authenticity  of  the  docu¬ 
ment,  but  media  speculation  about  the  letter 
continued.  As  Jordan  recalled,  ‘‘the  American 
media  thought  there  was  a  greater  chance  that 
their  own  president  was  lying  to  them  than 
there  was  that  the  Iranian  Revolutionary  Coun¬ 
cil  was  lying  to  them.”196  On  March  31,  Bour- 
guet  told  the  White  House  that  Bani-Sadr  had 
met  with  the  student  leaders  and  would  an¬ 
nounce  the  details  of  a  hostage  transfer  in  a 
speech  scheduled  for  noon  the  following  day. 197 

Early  the  next  morning,  Vance,  Brzezynski, 
Christopher,  Saunders,  Aaron,  Jordan,  Powell, 
and  Sick  joined  the  President  in  the  Oval 
Office  to  listen  to  and  read  the  translation  of 
the  speech  delivered  by  Bani-Sadr.  They  had 
also  received  the  night  before  an  advance  copy 
of  a  four-page  statement,  attributed  to  Kho¬ 
meini,  rejecting  any  transfer  of  the  hostages  to 
government  control.198  Because  of  the  shifting 
political  landscape  in  Iran,  as  well  as  these  ap¬ 
parently  contradictory  Iranian  statements,  there 
was  uncertainty  in  the  Oval  Office  as  to  an  ap¬ 
propriate  response.  Jordan  told  the  Task  Force 
that  the  President  and  his  top  advisors  recog¬ 
nized  by  that  point  that  Ghotbzadeh,  and  even 
Bani-Sadr,  had  limited  power.  At  that  time, 
however,  this  channel  was  their  only  close 
option  for  a  release  of  the  hostages.199 

In  response,  President  Carter  adjourned  the 
meeting  and  told  a  press  conference  at  7:20 
a.m.  that  Bani-Sadr’s  statement  represented  a 
positive  step,  and  that  the  United  States  would 
defer  imposition  of  additional  economic  sanc¬ 
tions.200  It  was  becoming  clear  that  moderate 
secularist  elements  in  Iran,  such  as  Ghotbza¬ 
deh,  were  losing  in  the  power  struggle  with 
Khomeini’s  clerical  faction  and  could  not  con¬ 
trol  the  hostage  situation.201 

It  became  obvious  within  a  few  days  that 
Ghotbzadeh  and  Bani-Sadr  would  not  be  able 
to  pull  off  the  transfer  of  the  hostages  to  gov¬ 
ernment  custody.202  Because  President  Carter 
had  called  the  Bani-Sadr  speech  a  ‘‘positive 
step”  on  the  morning  of  the  Wisconsin  Demo¬ 
cratic  primary,  many  commentators  and  key 


Reagan  campaign  officials  later  viewed  this  as 
an  attempt  by  President  Carter  to  use  the  hos¬ 
tage  crisis  to  manipulate  the  American  political 
process.  Jordan,  along  with  the  others  who  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  meeting  on  the  morning  of 
April  1,  flatly  deny  this.203 

On  April  7,  1980  President  Carter  broke  dip¬ 
lomatic  relations  with  Iran  and  ordered  imposi¬ 
tion  of  the  sanctions  that  had  been  rejected  by 
the  UN  Security  Council.204  The  United  States 
intensified  planning  for  a  military  rescue.  On 
April  11,  1980  President  Carter  approved  mili¬ 
tary  action  and  told  Secretary  Vance  that,  for 
secrecy  reasons,  the  State  Department  was  not 
to  be  involved  in  planning  the  mission.205 

The  mission  began  on  the  evening  of  April 
24,  1980,  when  eight  helicopters  took  off  from 
an  aircraft  carrier  near  Iran.  Several  helicopters 
developed  mechanical  problems  and  dust 
clouds  caused  navigational  problems.206  The 
commander  on  the  scene  aborted  the  mission, 
with  President  Carter’s  concurrence.  During 
the  evacuation,  a  helicopter  collided  with  a  re¬ 
fueling  aircraft,  killing  eight  United  States  mili¬ 
tary  personnel.  The  failed  rescue  mission 
prompted  the  resignation  of  Secretary  Vance 
and  forced  the  United  States  to  seek  alternate 
routes  to  achieve  the  hostages’  release. 

The  failed  mission  also  strengthened  radicals 
in  Iran  who  argued  that  the  United  States  was 
cooperating  with  moderate  Iranians.  When  the 
Majlis  convened  on  May  28,  the  IRP  held  an 
overwhelming  majority.  State  radio  denounced 
the  Foreign  Ministry  as  soft  on  America  and 
the  international  commission  as  a  United  States 
tool.  Hasan  Ayat,  an  IRP  leader,  said  on  June 
20  that  Bani  Sadr  was  a  United  States  agent, 
‘‘acting  like  the  Shah”  and  ‘‘towing  the  United 
States  line.”207 

Most  members  of  parliament  spoke  in  favor 
of  putting  the  hostages  on  trial.  On  July  20 
Khomeini  again  endorsed  the  radicals,  de¬ 
nouncing  Bani-Sadr’s  regime  as  non-revolu¬ 
tionary,  urging  more  militancy,  and  adding, 
‘‘We  cannot  tolerate  those  people  who  have 
been  educated  in  Europe.”  208  While  the  new 
Majlis  speaker  Rafsanjani  and  Bani-Sadr  again 
spoke  on  August  1  of  a  quick  solution,  Rafsan¬ 
jani  and  Ayat  called  for  putting  the  hostages  on 
trial.  When  Muhammad  Ali  Raja’i  was  made 
prime  minister  on  August  11,  Beheshti  openly 
said  that  Bani-Sadr  would  have  no  more  au- 
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thority.  A  new  cabinet  was  not  named  until 
September  2. 209  On  September  10  the  Majlis 
formally  approved  the  fourteen-man  cabinet  of 
Prime  Minister  Mohammad  Ali  Raja’i.210 

d.  Sadegh  Tabatabai 

In  early  September,  Iran,  through  West 
German  diplomatic  channels,  indicated  some 
interest  in  discussions  with  the  United  States 
government  to  resolve  the  crisis.211  On  Septem¬ 
ber  10,  1980,  the  State  Department  received  a 
cable  from  Gerhard  Ritzel,  the  German  Ambas¬ 
sador  to  Iran.  Ritzel  reported  that  an  Iranian, 
Sadegh  Tabatabai,  had  visited  him  on  Septem¬ 
ber  9,  1980  and  had  set  forth  conditions  for 
the  release  of  the  hostages  which  Tabatabai 
said  had  been  approved  by  Khomeini.212 

Although  the  message  from  Iran  was  viewed 
with  skepticism,  the  reliability  of  the  German 
intermediaries  lent  it  greater  credence.  Presi¬ 
dent  Carter  approved  efforts  to  pursue  this 
channel  and  the  Germans  were  asked  for  au¬ 
thentication  from  Tabatabai.  Khomeini  gave  a 
speech  several  days  later  and  announced  the 
four  issues  to  be  resolved  before  the  hostages 
would  be  released.213 

On  September  15  and  17,  1980  Warren 
Christopher  and  a  small  team  of  Americans  met 
with  Sadegh  Tabatabai  and  Hans-Dietrich 
Genscher,  the  German  foreign  minister,  at  a 
German  guest  house  near  Bonn.214  During  the 
first  meeting,  Tabatabai  raised  the  issue  of 
arms  already  paid  for  by  Iran  but  not  yet  deliv¬ 
ered  because  of  the  arms  embargo.215  Christo¬ 
pher  explained  to  Tabatabai  that  this  issue 
would  only  complicate  negotiations,  but  that 
about  $50  million  in  spare  parts  could  be 
shipped  promptly  to  Iran  when  the  crisis  was 
resolved.216  The  issue  was  not  raised  again 
during  the  negotiations  in  Germany.217  Christo¬ 
pher  and  Tabatabai  ended  their  two  days  of  ne¬ 
gotiations  confident  that  the  hostage  crisis 
would  be  resolved  shortly.218  They  agreed  to 
confer  with  their  respective  governments  and 
meet  again  in  late  September. 

On  September  22,  1980,  ten  days  after  Kho¬ 
meini’s  speech  on  the  conditions  for  release  of 
the  hostages,  and  five  days  after  the  meetings 
in  Germany,  Iraqi  forces  launched  multiple 
military  attacks  against  Iran,  its  airfields,  and  its 
cities,  including  Tehran.219  Iran  and  Iraq  had  a 
long  history  of  troubled  relations.  Border 
clashes  had  occurred  in  April  1980. 220  Iraq’s 


September  invasion  and  declaration  of  war 
(which  Iranians  believed  had  been  ordered  by 
the  United  States)  had  direct  consequences  for 
the  hostage  negotiations.221 

In  the  short-term,  the  invasion  focused  the 
attention  of  Iranian  leaders  on  the  war.222  The 
war  also  intensified  the  political  struggle  be¬ 
tween  Bani-Sadr  and  Raja’i.  This  struggle,  how¬ 
ever,  highlighted  the  decline  in  Bani-Sadr’s 
power,  as  well  as  the  political  gains  of  the  IRP. 
On  October  12,  Khomeini  named  Bani-Sadr  as 
the  chairman  of  the  Supreme  Defense  Council, 
which  had  broad  powers  to  conduct  the  war.223 
Raja’i,  however,  instructed  government  depart¬ 
ments  to  deal  with  Bani-Sadr  only  through  his 
office.224  Raja’i  also  took  steps  to  control  Irani¬ 
an  foreign  policy,  including  personally  taking 
Iran’s  case  against  Iraq  to  the  United  Nations 
Security  Council  in  mid-October,  1980.  Bani- 
Sadr  reacted  in  late  October  by  asking  Kho¬ 
meini  to  use  his  power  to  dismiss  the  Raja’i 
cabinet,  but  Khomeini  refused.225  In  a  newspa¬ 
per  column,  Bani-Sadr  accused  the  IRP  and  its 
Majlis  members  of  “undermining  the  war 
effort,  breaking  the  spirit  of  the  army  and 
acting  as  ‘a  poison  dagger  that  strikes  at  our 
heart  from  behind.*  ’’  226 

In  addition  to  reigniting  the  internal  political 
struggle,  the  Iranian  leaders  became  aware  of 
the  impact  on  their  war  effort  of  their  interna¬ 
tional  isolation.227  This  isolation  manifested 
itself  in  a  number  of  ways,  including  the  slow 
sale  of  oil  in  international  markets  and  the  lack 
of  access  to  military  material  and  badly-needed 
spare  parts.228  Iran’s  isolation  was  further  dem¬ 
onstrated  in  Raja’i’s  visit  from  October  16-19 
to  the  United  Nations,  which  Iran  had  boycott¬ 
ed  since  the  Security  Council  called  for  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages.229  Raja’i  was  at  the 
United  Nations  to  press  Iran’s  case  against 
Iraq,  but  “learned  firsthand  the  lack  of  sympa¬ 
thy  for  Iran  as  a  result  of  its  holding  hos¬ 
tages.”  230  Raja’i  called  for  a  condemnation  of 
Iraqi  aggression,  but  was  answered  by  efforts  to 
discuss  the  hostages.231 

When  Tabatabai  returned  to  Tehran  ten  days 
later,  he  reported  the  results  of  his  meetings 
with  Christopher  to  the  Iranian  leadership.232 
They  decided  that  the  assurances  of  the  United 
States  government  had  to  be  reviewed  by  the 
Majlis,  which  had  already  approved  a  seven- 
man  commission  on  September  30,  1980  to  ne- 
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gotiate  the  conditions  for  the  release  of  the 
hostages.233 

Following  Tabatabai’s  initial  request  for  arms 
during  the  September  meetings  with  Christo¬ 
pher,  the  Department  of  Defense  prepared  an 
inventory  of  arms  purchased  by  Iran  but  not 
delivered  because  of  the  embargo.  The  NSC 
thought  that  a  discussion  of  some  arms  might 
break  potential  deadlocks  in  the  negotiations 
and  planned  for  this  possibility.234  The  Defense 
Security  Assistance  Agency  prepared  a  com¬ 
plete  list  of  critical  and  noncritical  end  items, 
spare  parts,  and  repairable  items  valued  at 
about  $550  million.235 

On  October  9,  1980,  Ambassador  Gerhard 
Ritzel,236  in  a  cable  to  Bonn,  relayed  reports  of 
Tabatabai’s  fruitful  meetings  in  Iran.237  He  also 
reported  that  the  Majlis  Commission  intended 
to  add  conditions  to  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages,  but  within  the  framework  of  what  had 
been  discussed  between  Tabatabai  and  Christo¬ 
pher.238  On  October  10,  1980,  Ambassador 
Ritzel  cabled  through  Bonn  to  the  State  De¬ 
partment  that  Tabatabai  had  asked  if  the  U.S. 
could  provide  a  list  of  goods,  and  their  value, 
which  had  been  ordered  by  Iran  but  not  deliv¬ 
ered.239  At  this  same  time,  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  prepared  an  analysis  suggesting  that  it 
would  be  contrary  to  United  States  declarations 
of  neutrality  in  the  Iraq-Iran  war  not  to  supply 
the  military  spare  parts  which  had  been  or¬ 
dered  and  approved  for  sale  to  Iran.240 

Prior  to  reviewing  the  Carter  administration’s 
ultimate  response  to  the  Tabatabai  request  by 
including  spare  parts  and  military  equipment 
among  the  frozen  assets  it  would  unfreeze 
upon  the  hostages’  release,  the  Minority  would 
note  the  following  historical  observations:  First, 
according  to  former  NSC  staff  member  Gary 
Sick,  on  October  11,  the  Carter  administration 
in  response  to  the  Tabatabai  request  began 
constructing  a  package  of  military  equipment 
that  would  be  attractive  to  the  Iranians  while 
avoiding  items  that  were  very  sensitive  (such  as 
electronic  counter  measures  devices)  or  highly 
lethal  (such  as  missiles,  bombs  and  torpe¬ 
does).241  As  Sick  later  wrote,  “[m]any  of  the 
items  would  be  of  little  value  to  the  Iranian  air 
force,  but  others  could  potentially  be  quite  im¬ 
portant.”  242  Second,  Sick’s  superior,  National 
Security  Advisor  Brzezinski,  also  noted  that,  in 
the  wake  of  the  outbreak  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war, 
the  United  States  “began  to  hold  out  that 


option  [of  including  spare  parts  among  the 
frozen  assets  to  be  released]  as  a  way  of  entic¬ 
ing  the  Iranians  into  a  prompt  settlement.  By 
the  middle  of  October,  we  w-ere  even  discuss¬ 
ing  among  ourselves  the  possibility  of  pre-posi- 
tioning  some  of  these  spare  parts  in  Germany, 
Algeria,  or  Pakistan,  so  that  the  Iranians  could 
then  promptly  pick  them  up  with  their  own  air¬ 
craft.”  243  Indeed,  Brzezinski  described  to  the 
Task  Force  the  Carter  administration’s  ap¬ 
proach  to  the  spare  parts  issue  as  follows:  “Our 
position  was,  you  have  grabbed  our  people.  We 
have  grabbed  your  stuff  in  retaliation.  You  re¬ 
lease  our  people.  We  will  release  your  stuff. 
Since  some  of  that  stuff  was  military  equip¬ 
ment,  and  they  were  now  under  duress  with  the 
Iraqi  invasion,  our  thinking  was  they  may  be 
more  susceptible  to  entertaining  the  idea  of  a 
quid  pro  quo.”  244 

In  any  event.  President  Carter  ultimately  ap¬ 
proved  the  package,  and  Christopher  respond¬ 
ed  by  cable  to  Tabatabai’s  request  on  October 
11,  1980,  by  providing  a  list  of  previously  pur¬ 
chased  spare  parts,  military  equipment  and 
cash  valued  at  approximately  $230  million  that 
could  be  made  available  upon  release  of  the 
hostages.245  On  October  13,  Bonn  reported 
that  Tabatabai  had  been  told  of  the  cable  and 
that  he  had  advised  Bani-Sadr.246 

The  Majority  notes  here  that  President 
Carter  reiterated  his  position  to  Christopher 
that  only  previously  purchased  non-lethal 
spares  would  be  available  following  the  release 
of  the  hostages.  The  President  also  asked 
Christopher  on  October  14,  1980  to  seek 
German  Foreign  Minister  Genscher’s  view  on 
pre-positioning  selected  military  spare  parts 
outside  the  United  States  as  proof  of  U.S.  in¬ 
tentions  and  as  a  potential  way  to  deflect  an 
Iranian  suggestion  of  a  staggered  hostage  re¬ 
lease.  Later  in  the  day,  he  again  spoke  with 
Christopher  and  agreed  with  Genscher’s  sug¬ 
gestion  that  the  proposal  to  pre-position  these 
spares  not  now  be  made.247  Christopher  told 
the  Task  Force  that  staff  discussions  at  various 
levels  were  ongoing  during  this  period,  and 
that  lists  of  assets  being  prepared  were 

“.  .  .  on  an  entirely  contingency 
basis  so  we  would  be  in  a  position  to 
move  quickly  if  the  Iranians  at  least 
started  a  conversation. 


43 


Wc  were  very  anxious  in  this  period, 
of  course,  to  be  in  a  position  to  move 
rapidly,  not  for  any  other  reason  than 
every  day  longer  that  the  hostages 
were  there  was  one  more  on  our 
minds. 

So,  frustrated  by  not  having  heard 
back  from  Tabatabai,  I  think  all  of  us 
in  the  working  group  were  trying  to 
find  some  way  to  jump-start  the  nego-  * 
tiations  again.  And  I  can  only  think 
that  Gary  [Sic]  and  his  people  were 
sending  these  lists  forward  so  they 
could  be  used  if  the  negotiations  could 
be  restarted,  which  they  weren’t. 

*  *  *  *  * 

I  would  want  to  emphasize  that  from 
my  standpoint  President  Carter  never 
signed  off  on  any  final  offer  to  be 
made,  except  the  document  he  finally 
signed  on  the  20th  of  January. 

But  he  did,  I  think  reluctantly,  agree 
that  we  should  be  prepared  to  discuss 
that  issue.  It  was  pretty  consistent  with 
the  instructions  he  gave  me  before  the 
original  Tabatabai  meeting.248 

On  October  18,  Christopher  sent  a  cable  to 
Genscher  asking  whether  it  would  be  useful  to 
pass  to  the  Iranians  “at  the  highest  level  possi¬ 
ble”  several  draft  orders  that  the  United  States 
was  prepared  to  execute.  These  orders  dealt 
with  release  of  assets  frozen  since  the  seizure 
of  the  hostages,  including  $2.5  billion  in  funds 
frozen  in  the  Federal  Reserve  in  New  York  and 
$4.9  billion  in  funds  frozen  in  overseas  banks; 
and  making  available  upon  the  hostages’  re¬ 
lease  “certain  military  equipment  and  spare 
parts  previously  purchased  by  Iran.”  The  offers 
in  the  cable  would  be  “available  for  acceptance 
only  for  a  limited  period.”  Christopher  did  not 
receive  a  response  and  did  not  meet  again  with 
Tabatabai. 

The  Majority  would  further  note  that  the 
State  Department  was  reviewing  the  situation 
as  a  result  of  various  simultaneous  events — Ta- 
batabai’s  request,  the  Houshang  Lavi  initia¬ 
tive,249  and  a  request  from  Israel  that  they  be 
allowed  to  ship  arms  to  Iran.250  As  stated  in  an 
October  22,  1980  message  to  the  Israelis, 
“[t]he  position  of  the  United  States  has  consist¬ 
ently  been  that  when  the  hostages  are  released 


the  United  States  could  consider  unblocking 
certain  military  orders  stopped  in  tran¬ 
sit.  .  .”  251 

On  October  28,  President  Carter  stated  his 
position  regarding  the  availability  of  the  frozen 
assets  in  the  Presidential  debate.252 

Approval  of  Khomeini’s  four  conditions  by 
the  Majlis  was  delayed  for  three  weeks  due  to 
parliamentary  maneuvering  and  the  boycotting 
of  sessions  by  extremist  members.253  Ahmed 
Salamatian,  a  former  member  of  the  Iranian 
Parliament,  reported  these  delays  in  the  hos¬ 
tage  discussions,  but  he  attributed  them  to  the 
creation  of  a  commission  to  negotiate  the  re¬ 
lease  terms.254  Other  reports  surfaced  suggest¬ 
ing  widespread  confusion  in  the  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment.255  Tabatabai  advised  he  was  “not  op¬ 
timistic”  because  the  “entire  leadership  [was] 
tied  up  with  the  war  with  Iraq.”  256 

On  November  2,  1980,  the  Majlis  voted  to 
approve  the  four  conditions  for  the  release  of 
the  hostages.257  On  November  3,  1980,  formal 
Iranian  Resolution  documents  were  presented 
to  the  State  Department  by  the  Algerian  gov¬ 
ernment.258  Seven  days  later,  Christopher  de¬ 
parted  for  Algeria  259  for  the  first  in  a  series  of 
meetings  that  would  lead  to  the  release  of  the 
American  hostages  on  January  20,  1981. 260 
While  it  is  not  clear  that  Iranian  leaders  made  a 
considered  decision  regarding  the  timing  of  the 
election  eve  conditions  for  the  release  of  the 
hostages,  in  the  end,  they  saw  their  contribu¬ 
tion  to  Carter’s  defeat  as  demonstrating  the 
revolution’s  power,  proof  that  the  United 
States  did  not  control  Iran  and  that  the  United 
States’  leaders  must  tremble  before  Tehran.261 

C.  The  Banking  Channel  and 
Final  Negotiations 

On  January  7,  1981,  Warren  Christopher  and 
a  full  negotiating  team  again  travelled  to  Al¬ 
giers  to  work  directly  with  Foreign  Minister 
Benyahia  and  the  Algerian  negotiating  team. 
With  the  dispatch  of  Christopher  and  his  nego¬ 
tiating  team,  the  United  States  entered  the  final 
two-week  period  of  the  negotiations.  Working 
twenty-four  hours  a  day,  the  negotiations  took 
place  among  six  separate  locations.  The  Presi¬ 
dent,  his  counsel,  Lloyd  Cutler,  and  others  in¬ 
volved  in  the  financial  side  of  the  negotiations 
stayed  principally  in  Washington.  The  banks 
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had  personnel  in  Washington,  New  York, 
London,  and  Algiers.  Christopher  and  his 
group  were  in  Algiers  with  Benyahia,  where  the 
final  papers  were  being  written.  An  Algerian 
negotiating  team  was  also  in  Tehran  to  work 
directly  with  the  Iranians.  Attorneys  represent¬ 
ing  Iran  were  in  London,  New  York,  and 
Frankfurt,  Germany.262 

The  issues  to  be  resolved  in  this  last  fort¬ 
night  were  exceedingly  complex  and  filled  with 
complications.263  The  process  by  which  these  fi¬ 
nancial  issues  were  ultimately  disentangled  has 
been  fully  treated  in  Chapters  5  and  6  of  Ameri¬ 
can  Hostages  in  Iran.  The  Task  Force  set  out  to 
understand  this  part  of  the  negotiations  in 
order  to  enable  it  to  answer  the  question:  Was 
the  release  of  the  hostages  on  the  day  of  the  in¬ 
auguration  of  President  Reagan  the  final  act  of 
an  October  Surprise  deal  or  merely  the  culmi¬ 
nation  of  difficult  negotiations  handled  in  good 
faith  by  all  parties?  To  this  end,  all  of  the  par¬ 
ticipants  in  this  aspect  of  the  negotiations  were 
interviewed  by  Task  Force  counsel. 

1.  Record  of  the  Negotiations 

On  January  15,  1981,  after  weeks  of  advances 
and  setbacks  in  the  negotiating  process,  the 
Iranians  said  they  would  accept  the  following 
terms:  (1)  paying  off  outstanding  bank  loans  to¬ 
taling  $4.8  billion,  either  immediately  or  sub¬ 
ject  to  verification  at  a  later  date;  (2)  returning 
the  hostages  upon  the  receipt  of  $8.1  billion, 
and;  (3)  accepting  in  principle  the  United 
States  proposal  that  $2.2  billion  in  deposits  in 
the  United  States  be  returned  later,  with  a  $1 
billion  escrow  account  established  as  security 
for  a  claims  program.264  This  proposal  raised 
problems  265  but,  in  principle,  was  acceptable  to 
all  parties.  A  meeting  was  convened  for  the 
next  day.  After  a  day-long  session  on  January 
16,  the  banks  agreed  to  the  proposal  with  slight 
modifications.266  Warren  Christopher  sent  the 
cable  containing  the  counter  offer  to  Tehran 
on  the  morning  of  January  17.  By  day’s  end, 
after  hours  were  spent  correcting  technical 
errors  in  the  language  of  the  documents,  Chris¬ 
topher  reported  that  the  Iranians  accepted  the 
basic  terms  of  the  Declarations  except  for  the 
total  amount  of  the  assets  Iran  would  re¬ 
ceive.267  On  January  18  and  January  19,  the 
United  States  and  Iran,  respectively,  initialed 
the  Declarations  and  other  supporting  docu¬ 
ments.268  President  Carter  announced  the 


agreement  in  principle  on  the  afternoon  of  Jan¬ 
uary  19,  1981.  An  hour  after  his  announce¬ 
ment,  however,  it  was  discovered  that  Iran  had 
refused  to  sign  the  Implementing  Technical 
Clarifications  and  Directions  (ITCD).  As  indi¬ 
cated  previously,  the  ITCD  contained  Attach¬ 
ment  B,  a  Form  of  Payment  Order.  As  a  gener¬ 
al  rule,  banks  will  not  make  payment  from  ac¬ 
counts  on  deposit  without  having  first  received 
such  a  payment  order.  Attachment  B  was  thus  a 
critical  document  to  the  banks.  This  failure 
threatened  the  entire  deal.  It  was  at  this  point 
that  proponents  of  the  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions  have  asserted  that  the  negotiations 
bogged  down  for  inexplicable  or  artificial  rea¬ 
sons.269 

2.  Delays 

The  Task  Force  made  a  special  effort  to  de¬ 
termine  the  reasons  for  the  delays  which  oc¬ 
curred  in  the  final  hours  of  the  negotiations. 
Task  Force  investigators  interviewed  all  the  key 
participants  in  these  talks. 

Two  delays,  in  particular,  needed  to  be  ex¬ 
plained:  (1)  Iran’s  refusal  to  sign  the  Form  Pay¬ 
ment  Order  on  January  19;  and,  (2)  the  delay 
in  the  hostage  turnover  on  the  morning  of  Jan¬ 
uary  20. 

a.  January  19,  1981 

( i )  Ali  Reza  Xobari 

Ali  Reza  Nobari  was  appointed  governor  of 
the  Central  Bank  of  Iran  (Bank  Markazi)  on 
November  15,  1979,  one  day  after  President 
Carter  froze  Iran’s  assets.  In  this  capacity,  he 
was  responsible  for  the  central  management  of 
the  Bank,  worked  with  the  Iranian  Revolution¬ 
ary  Council  and,  on  occasion,  made  payments 
for  arms  agreements  between  Iran  and  third- 
party  individuals  or  countries.  Nobari  also 
chaired  the  committee  tasked  with  overseeing 
the  financial  aspects  of  the  Algiers  negotiations. 

Nobari  prefaced  his  comments  by  explaining 
that,  in  order  to  understand  the  delays,  one 
had  to  understand  the  role  the  hostages  played 
in  the  internal  politics  of  Iran. 

According  to  Nobari,  after  the  Shah  left  and 
Khomeini  returned  to  Iran,  power  was  initially 
based  in  the  secularist  government  headed  by 
Barzagan  and  later  by  Bani-Sadr.  The  clerics 
did  not  wield  absolute  power.  But,  it  was  never 
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their  intention  to  remain  outside  of  the  power 
structure.  The  seizure  of  the  hostages  provided 
a  vehicle  by  which  the  clerics  would  seize  con¬ 
trol  of  the  government  and  fulfill  their  ultimate 
objective  of  establishing  an  Islamic  Republic. 
According  to  Nobari,  the  clerics,  therefore,  had 
strong  and  independent  reasons  for  keeping 
the  hostages  until  they  solidified  their  power 
base.  They  felt  that  as  long  as  the  hostages  re¬ 
mained  in  captivity,  the  secularists  could  never 
solidify  their  hold  on  the  government.  Instabil¬ 
ity  worked  to  the  advantage  of  the  clerics. 
Nobari  suggested  that  many  apparently  inexpli¬ 
cable  halts  in  the  negotiations  could  be  attrib¬ 
uted  to  internal  political  struggles. 

With  the  selection  of  Raja’i  as  Prime  Minis¬ 
ter,  Khomeini  had  effectively  taken  control  of 
the  government.  The  hostages  then  became  ex¬ 
pendable,  and  a  solution  could  be  negotiated. 

With  respect  to  the  January  19  delay,  Nobari 
admitted  that  Iran  did  not  have  a  way  to  estab¬ 
lish  with  any  certainty  the  amount  of  assets  ac¬ 
tually  frozen  by  the  United  States.  They  were 
forced  to  negotiate  the  sum  to  be  released  by 
offering  their  best  estimates  of  their  total  claim. 
The  Iranians  feared  that  final  agreement  would 
be  construed  as  a  waiver  of  future  claims  if  ad¬ 
ditional  assets  should  be  discovered.  It  is 
against  this  backdrop,  suggested  Nobari,  that 
the  objection  by  Iran  to  the  language  of  the 
form  payment  order  must  be  understood. 

According  to  Nobari,  he  personally  received 
the  payment  order  and  had  to  agree  to  its 
terms.  In  his  view,  the  payment  order  appeared 
to  contain  language  that  would  release  the 
Americans  from  future  liability  even  if  it  was 
later  discovered  that  an  American  depository 
institution  had  deposits  on  hand  that  had  not 
been  turned  over  to  Iran  at  the  time  of  the 
final  settlement.  Nobari  said  he  could  not  sign 
such  a  general  release.  He  said  that  he  felt  that 
the  United  States  banks  were  acting  like  “vul¬ 
tures”  and  that  their  payment  demands  subject¬ 
ed  Iran  to  a  “total  surrender”.  When  Nobari 
resurfaced  after  several  hours  and  made  his  ob¬ 
jections  known,  the  matter  was  resolved  to  his 
satisfaction  by  the  removal  of  the  general  re¬ 
lease  language  by  the  banks. 

When  asked  whether  he  was  told  by  anyone 
to  delay  the  signing  of  the  payment  order, 
Nobari  answered  categorically,  “no.”  When 
asked  whether  any  aspect  of  the  delays  on  Jan¬ 
uary  19  appeared  to  be  related  to  the  October 


Surprise  hypothesis  he  again  said,  “no”.  He 
said  that  the  delays  were  the  natural  result  of 
the  effort  to  disentangle  complicated  and  politi¬ 
cally-charged  events.  He  added  that  the  Iranian 
government  wanted  to  be  finished  with  the 
hostages  before  Reagan  became  President. 

(ii)  John  Hoffman 

John  Hoffman  is  a  partner  with  the  law  firm 
of  Shearman  and  Sterling.  In  1979  he  was  re¬ 
sponsible  for  the  supervision  of  litigation,  espe¬ 
cially  involving  international  matters,  that  per¬ 
tained  to  Shearman  and  Sterling’s  client,  Citi¬ 
bank.270  On  May  2,  1980  Hoffman  said  he  was 
informed  by  a  German  counsel  for  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Iran  that  Iran  was  interested  in  pursu¬ 
ing  a  financial  settlement  to  the  hostage 
crisis.271  Although  unknown  to  him  at  the  time, 
this  contact  was  instigated  by  Ali  Reza  Nobari 
and  Bank  Markazi.  The  conditions  upon  which 
the  financial  discussions  could  be  initiated  were 
that  the  negotiations  had  to  be  kept  strictly 
secret  and  that  Iran  would  not  put  up  any 
monies  in  addition  to  those  under  the  freeze 
order.272 

Hoffman  and,  eventually,  a  consortium  of 
bank  counsel  received  permission  to  begin  talks 
from  Deputy  Treasury  Secretary  Robert  Cars¬ 
well.  In  December,  1980,  these  negotiations 
merged  with  the  “official”  negotiations  that  led 
to  the  final  settlement  of  the  hostage  crisis. 
Throughout  the  eight  months  from  May  2, 
1980  to  January  20,  1981,  Hoffman  was  inti¬ 
mately  involved  in  the  financial  side  of  the  ne¬ 
gotiations. 

In  his  sworn  statement  Hoffman  offered  the 
following  analysis  of  the  January  19th  incident: 

Q:  So  now  January  19th  is  upon  us 
and  the  ITCD,  the  papers  are  drawn 
and  communicated  and  there  are  two 
things  I  want  to  have  you  discuss.  First 
is  the  1 1  page  appendix. 

A:  The  famous  1 1  page  appendix. 
Frank  273  will  tell  you  all  about  that. 
’Cause  he  wrote  it. 

Q:  But  it  is  sent,  what  I  am  interest¬ 
ed  in,  not  so  much  the  technical  terms 
of  it  at  this  juncture  but  we  read  that 
all  of  a  sudden,  that  between  the  15th 
and  the  19th,  you  seemed  to  have  de¬ 
cided  that  down  and  dirty  was  the  way 
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to  do  it,  that  everyone  was  proceeding, 
telexes  are  sent  on  the  19th  and  all  of 
a  sudden  we  are  in  a  black  hole  again. 
No  communication.  Tell  us  about  your 
appreciation  of  that  situation. 

A:  Yes.  Well  during  those  closing 
days,  it  was  pretty  natural  that  there 
were  drafting  problems  to  say  the 
least.  Because  you  didn’t  get  everyone 
together.  You  had  guys  in  different 
places  and  different  time  zones.  And 
all  that.  But  the  concept  that  we  were 
working  on  we  understood  to  be  a 
fairly  simple  set  of  payment  instruc¬ 
tions  that  would  be  agreed  upon  in  ad¬ 
vance. 

*  *  *  *  # 

We  would  have  a  text  of  a  message 
that  would  come  to  the  banks,  if  you 
are  instructed  to  do  this  with  the 
money  and  then  the  money  gets  into 
the  escrow  and  then  there  are  instruc¬ 
tions  to  the  escrow  agents,  that  upon 
the  happening  of  this  thing,  you  are 
instructed  to  do  this.  And  that  was  the 
sort  of  flowback  to  the  escrow  account, 
the  so  called  dollar  account  number 
one,  and  number  two  at  the  Bank  of 
England  and  that  is  what  provided  the 
banks  with  assurance  that  they  were 
going  to  get  paid  because  other  than 
that  you  had  a  lick  of  a  promise  from 
the  Iranians  and  nothing  else.  So  it 
was  essential  in  my  perception  and  I 
think  for  everyone  else,  that  you  have 
that  kind  of  instruction  agreed  upon  in 
advance  otherwise  you  couldn’t  be 
sure, — that  one  of  these  banks 

wouldn’t  balk.  And  we  had  good 
reason  to  believe  that  at  least  one  of 
them  would  balk.  Because  we  had, 
there  had  been  some  strains  in  the 
fabric  all  along. 

0  0  *  #  # 

It  was  essential  to  get  that  instruc¬ 
tion. 

0  0  0  0  * 

It  was  tough.  And  we  were  working 
literally  around  the  clock  for  several 


days  there.  And  you  know,  you  were 
working  constantly.  The  text  of  the 
famous  1 1  page  appendix  was  sent  to 
Brown  on  the  morning  of,  Sunday 
morning,  whatever  that  date  was.  Here 
was  the  last  version.  And  it  contains 
some  language  which  it  turns  out  the 
Iranians  took  serious  umbrage  at.  And 
in  retrospect,  were  rationally  con¬ 
cerned  with.  Which  they  read  to  be  a 
requirement  that  the  Iranians  release 
their  claims  against  US  banks  across 
the  board.  Now,  part  of  this  settlement 
was  these  deposits  would  get  turned 
over  and  the  litigation  would  be  termi¬ 
nated  by  Iran  against  the  banks  and 
the  banks  against  Iran.  And  a  provi¬ 
sion  was  written  into  the  telex  that  this 
instruction  contained  our  mutual  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  amount  set  forth 
was  owing  by  the  banks  listed  to  Iran. 
The  Iranians  took  that  to  mean  a  gen¬ 
eral  release.  They  did  not  know,  and 
as  it  turned  out,  and  I  found  out 
through  my  ensuing  ten  years,  they 
still  don’t  know  a  lot  of  what  their  ac¬ 
counts  were.  They  didn’t  know  where 
they  were,  how  much  they  were, 
etc.  .  .  .  And  they  were  afraid  they 
were  simply  giving  a  general  release  of 
claims  that  they  hadn’t  even  made. 
And  that  looked  offensive,  or  was  cer¬ 
tainly  a  reason  for  them  to  take  of¬ 
fense  at.  But  anyhow,  that  language  in 
that  effect  was  in  that  draft  1 1  page 
appendix.  We  didn’t  know  what  their 
concern  was,  because  we  had  sent  that 
language  to  Brown  on  the  morning  of 
Sunday  and  didn’t  hear  a  peep  until, 
for  about  24  hours.  Until  all  of  a 
sudden  after  the  Algiers  accords  were 
initialed  I  guess  on  Sunday  night  by 
Christopher  and  the  other  guys.  All  of 
a  sudden  everything  came  into  a  halt. 
And  we  couldn’t  figure  out  what  was 
going  on.  Where  is  the  response  back 
on  this  language,  what  is  the  status  of 
the  escrow  agreement?  They  said  the 
escrow  agreement  hadn’t  been  ap¬ 
proved  yet  or  something.  That  starts 
this  kind  of  crazy  12  hour  period 
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where  no  one  knew  what  was  going 
on. 

*  ♦  ♦  *  * 

Only  later  in  the  day  did  it  begin  to 
appear  that  their  concern  was  over  the 
reading  of  the  language  and  it  sound¬ 
ed  like  a  general  release.  And  I  said 
jesus,  Roger,  we’re  not  asking  for  a 
general  release.  If  the  banks  have  got 
a  deposit  that  they  owe,  they  are  going 
to  pay  it.  That  is  what  they  are  in  the 
business  of  doing.  So,  you  know,  if 
that  is  what  it  is,  we  can  fix  it.  Quick. 
And  I  started  writing  and  Bruce  Nich¬ 
ols  comes  down,  and  poor  Bruce  is 
now  dead  and  started  drafting  some¬ 
thing.  Roger  started  drafting  some¬ 
thing.  Meanwhile,  in  zings  a  series  of 
payment  orders  from  Bank  Markazi 
into  three  US  banks  demanding  pay¬ 
ment  on  the  accounts.  Framed  in  the 
language  of  the  telex  but  having  but 
nothing  about  the  escrow  .  Just  pay  or 
else.  And  this  is  Monday  night.  And  I 
tell  Carswell  and  Cutler  and  I  think 
Ham  Jordan  who  suddenly  showed  up 
at  this  point.  And  I  said  look,  we’re 
not  going  to  do  this.  Give  us  some 
time.  Brown  has  got  some  language, 
he  says  he  is  sending  it  out  to  Tehran 
for  them  to  approve.  He  is  sending  it 
to  me.  I  will  take  a  look  at  it.  If  it 
looks  like  it  is  going  to  work,  we  think 
we  can  get  this  done.  They  decide, 
okay.  We’ll  go  along  with  that.  Cutler 
I  know  was  very  dubious  about  it.  I 
was  afraid  that  the  government  was 
simply  going  to  call  an  end  to  the 
process.  And  order  the  banks  to  pay 
on  the  basis  of  those  truncated  pay¬ 
ment  orders.  And  that  would  have 
blown  this  thing  sky  high.  Because  I 
am  sure  that  at  least  one  institution 
would  not  have  paid.  And  that  would 
have  really  clobbered  it.  But  you  don’t 
know.  What  happened  was,  we  looked 
at  the  language  Roger  had  drafted,  I 
think  Bruce  and  I  made  a  couple  of 
comments  on  it  and  then  we  decided 
to  pray.  And  at  that  point  he  sent  it 
out  and  we  waited.  And  as  you  know  it 
came  through,  with  some  quirks,  but  it 


came  through.  And  it  got  done.  Now, 
did  someone  use  that  as  an  excuse  to 
hold  this  up  and  delay  it  for  a  little 
while?  The  somebody  was  obviously 
Nobari  who  was  balking  at  issuing  the 
payment  instructions  the  way  it  was 
framed.  And  balking  at  the  last  minute 
anyhow.  My  own  view  anyhow  had 
always  been,  as  I  say,  I  never  met 
Nobari  and  I  don’t  know  really  what 
his  problem  was.  But  I  know  they  had 
a  problem  with  this  language.  Because 
it  was  an  issue  that  came  up  in  the 
subsequent  negotiations.  Time  and 
again  this  issue  of  unidentified  ac¬ 
counts  was  something  that  we  had  to 
work  out  literally  over  the  next  ten 
years.  So  it  was  a  real  issue  for  those 
guys.  And  we  didn’t  know  that  too 
much  at  that  time.  So  there  was  a  real 
issue  there  which  I  can  see  rationally 
would  give  somebody  heartburn  and 
which  we  could  have  solved  faster  and 
easier  if  in  fact  we  had  been  sitting 
around  a  table  rather  than  at  opposite 
side  of  the  world.  The  fact  is  that  we 
did  resolve  it  through  really  the  cre¬ 
ative  intervention  of  one  of  the  Iranian 
lawyers.  And  the  thing  got  sent  and 
the  money  moved  and  that  was  that.274 

In  short,  Hoffman  did  not  think  the  objection 
to  the  language  of  the  payment  order  raised  by 
Nobari  on  January  19  could  properly  be  seen 
as  a  deliberate  effort  to  delay  the  negotiations. 
He  observed  that  in  “retrospect  their  position, 
to  me,  is  quite  understandable.’’  275  He  added 
that  over  the  succeeding  ten  years,  as  he  con¬ 
tinued  to  negotiate  the  remaining  Iranian 
claims,  “the  biggest  problem  .  .  .  was  this 
concern  over  unidentified  accounts  and  the 
breadth  of  these  releases  they  were  giving 
up.’’  276  Objectively  speaking,  he  concluded,  it 
was  a  legitimate  concern. 

( m)  Algerian  Negotiators 

On  November  18,  1992,  Task  Force  counsel 
met  in  Algiers  with  former  Algerian  Ambassa¬ 
dor  to  Iran,  Abdul  Kharim  Gheraieb.  former 
Ambassador  to  the  United  States  Redah  Malek, 
and  former  Algerian  Central  Bank  Director 
Mustafi.  All  three  men  were  members  of  the 
Algerian  negotiating  team. 
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The  Task  Force  asked  the  Algerians  to  help 
explain  developments  in  the  final  months  of 
the  negotiations.277  The  issue  of  the  last-minute 
delays  in  January,  1981  featured  prominently  in 
the  discussion.  The  Algerians,  like  Ali  Reza 
Nobari,  felt  it  important  to  explain  these  delays 
by  first  placing  them  in  context.  They  pointed 
out  that  the  hostages  served  as  a  political 
weapon  in  the  struggle  between  the  radicals 
and  the  moderates.  They  agreed  that  no  nego¬ 
tiated  settlement  could  be  completed  until  the 
radicals  consolidated  their  power  and  took  con¬ 
trol  over  the  central  positions  of  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment.  Indeed,  the  Algerians  pointed  out 
that  not  until  Raja’i  became  Prime  Minister 
were  all  of  the  pieces  in  place  for  “serious  ne¬ 
gotiation”  to  begin.278 

The  Algerians  used  the  Tabatabai  initiative 
as  a  case  study  of  the  overall  problems  faced  by 
the  negotiators  throughout  the  negotiations. 
Ambassador  Gheraieb  explained  that  the  Taba¬ 
tabai  initiative  had  the  earmark  of  a  successful 
negotiation.  Tabatabai  had  a  close  relationship 
with  Khomeini  and  appeared  to  have  Kho¬ 
meini’s  approval  to  negotiate  a  settlement  pro¬ 
vided  the  four  negotiating  points  brought  by 
Tabatabai  to  Bonn  could  be  met.  Yet  this  initi¬ 
ative  failed  for  two  reasons,  according  to  the 
Algerians.  First,  Tabatabai  himself  was  a  liberal 
with  a  western  education.  He  also  held  a  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  Bazargan  government,  which  was 
distrusted  by  the  more  radical  elements  in  Iran. 
Even  with  the  apparent  support  of  Khomeini, 
the  radical  factions  viewed  Tabatabai  with  so 
much  suspicion  that  it  was  doubtful  to  the  Al¬ 
gerians  that  he  would  be  “allowed”  to  reach  a 
settlement.279  Second,  Iraq’s  invasion  of  Iran 
on  September  22,  1980  caused  massive  demon¬ 
strations  against  Iraq  and  the  United  States. 
Radical  elements  in  Iran  argued  that  the  United 
States  was  behind  the  invasion  and  had  pressed 
Iraq  to  continue  its  attacks.  When  Tabatabai 
was  able  to  return  to  Iran,  the  Majlis  was  being 
boycotted  by  hard-line  factions  that  refused  to 
permit  the  hostage  issue  to  be  discussed  on  the 
heels  of  the  Iraqi  invasion.  The  Algerians  con¬ 
cluded  that  an  initiative  which  had  begun  with 
promise  had  fallen  victim  to  internal  politics. 

The  Algerian  negotiators  said  the  January  19 
delay  was  directly  caused  by  the  American 
banks.  They  pointed  to  general  release  lan¬ 
guage  in  the  document  which  they  said  was 
drafted  by  Chase  Manhattan  Bank,  as  the 


source  of  the  problem.280  This  language  caused 
Nobari’s  refusal  to  sign  the  document.  The  Al¬ 
gerians  indicated  that  this  “banking  glitch” 
caused  a  24  to  36  hour  delay.  The  Algerians 
did  not  believe  the  problem  was  contrived  by 
the  Iranians  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages 
as  part  of  an  October  Surprise  deal. 

(iv)  Warren  Christopher 

Warren  Christopher  was  the  Deputy  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  in  November,  1979  when  the 
Americans  were  taken  hostage  at  the  United 
States  Embassy  in  Tehran,  Iran.  He  became 
acting  Secretary  of  State  April  19,  1980  and 
continued  for  several  days  until  the  swearing  in 
of  Secretary  Muskie,  after  Secretary  Vance  re¬ 
signed  his  post.  With  the  assistance  of  Assistant 
Secretary  Harold  Saunders,  Christopher  was 
the  State  Department  official  chiefly  responsi¬ 
ble  for  overseeing  the  hostage  negotiations  in 
the  final  months  of  the  process. 

On  January  9,  1981,  Christopher  was,  for  the 
last  time,  sent  to  Algiers  to  complete  the  hos¬ 
tage  negotiations.281  The  Task  Force  asked 
Christopher  to  explain  the  reasons  for  the 
delay  on  January  19,  1981.  Christopher  sug¬ 
gested  that  it  would  be  a  “mistake”  to  focus  on 
one  delay  over  all  of  the  others  that  occurred 
in  the  final  stages  of  the  negotiations.282  He 
pointed  out  that  January,  1981  was  a  continu¬ 
um  of  stops  and  starts  caused  by  the  complex¬ 
ity  of  negotiating  a  nine  billion  dollar,  multi¬ 
party  funds  transfer  agreement.  He  cited  as  ex¬ 
amples  of  earlier  problems  faced  by  the  negoti¬ 
ating  team  the  question  of  a  complete  pay-off 
versus  bringing  current  outstanding  loans,  and 
a  matter  involving  the  Federal  Reserve  that  re¬ 
quired  the  intervention  of  Lloyd  Cutler.  These 
two  issues,  among  others,  were  no  different  or 
less  vexing  than  the  issues  faced  on  January  19, 
1981. 

Turning  to  that  day,  Christopher  indicated 
that  this  was  a  pure  banking  matter  that  had  to 
be  resolved  among  the  bankers  present  in  Al¬ 
giers  and  elsewhere.  While  he  was  not  intimate¬ 
ly  involved  in  the  details  of  the  issue,  he  stated 
that  it  was  explained  to  him  by  Frank  Logan 
and  Robert  Carswell.  Based  on  these  explana¬ 
tions  and  discussions  with  the  Algerian  Foreign 
Minister  Benyahia,  he  believed  at  the  time  and 
continues  to  believe  that  the  issue  was  not  con¬ 
trived  by  the  Iranians.  Rather,  they  raised  le- 
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gitimate  concerns  that  had  to  be  addressed  in 
the  same  deliberate  manner  as  the  preceding 
problems.  He  saw  nothing  at  the  time  that 
would  lead  him  to  conclude  that  the  January  19 
delay  was  calculated  to  delay  the  release  of  the 
hostages  beyond  12  noon  on  January  20,  1981. 

(v)  Robert  Carswell 

Robert  Carswell,  now  a  partner  in  the  law 
firm  of  Shearman  and  Sterling,  was  the  Deputy 
Secretary  of  the  Treasury  in  the  Carter  admin¬ 
istration.  He  began  dealing  with  Iran  at  the 
time  of  the  revolution  because  Iran  had  a  great 
deal  of  money  on  deposit  at  the  Federal  Re¬ 
serve  Bank  in  New  York.  When  Iran’s  govern¬ 
ment  changed  hands,  questions  arose  as  to  who 
retained  control  over  these  accounts.283 

After  the  United  States  government  froze 
Iran’s  assets  in  the  United  States  on  November 
14,  1979,  other  creditors  followed  suit  until  vir¬ 
tually  every  asset  Iran  had  in  the  United  States 
was  tied  up  in  one  fashion  or  another.  Private 
parties  would  routinely  contact  Treasury  in  an 
effort  to  determine  what  Treasury  intended  to 
do  with  respect  to  the  frozen  assets.284  In  this 
context,  John  Hoffman  on  behalf  of  Citibank 
contacted  Secretary  Carswell  to  advise  him  that 
he  had  been  contacted  by  a  German  attorney 
named  Waggendorf,  who  represented  the  Irani¬ 
an  Central  Bank.285  Waggendorf  was  authorized 
to  pursue  negotiations  aimed  at  unfreezing  Ira¬ 
nian  assets. 

Secretary  Carswell  and  Deputy  Secretary  of 
State  Warren  Christopher  agreed  that  Hoffman 
should  be  allowed  to  pursue  their  talks  on  the 
condition  that  he  kept  Secretary  Carswell  in¬ 
formed  and  that  he  let  it  be  known  that  there 
could  be  no  financial  settlement  unless  the  hos¬ 
tages  were  released.286 

Carswell  oversaw  the  financial  aspects  of  the 
final  hostage  negotiations  from  the  Department 
of  Treasury.  He  recounted  for  the  Task  Force 
his  best  recollection  of  the  delays  on  January 
19  and  20,  1981.  On  the  morning  of  January 
19,  Carswell  testified,  the  negotiations  came  to 
an  inexplicable  halt.  After  several  delays,  the 
Iranians  let  it  be  known  that  they  believed  “the 
banks  had  tried  to  trick  the  Iranians  and  that 
was  not  going  to  be  accepted.”  287  After  addi¬ 
tional  inquiries,  United  States  negotiators  de¬ 
termined  that  the  problem  was  “Appendix  B  to 
the  ITCD  which  [Carswell]  regrettably  had  not 
read.”  288  All  the  negotiators  had  considered 


this  to  be  the  least  substantive  of  the  docu¬ 
ments  being  written.  Carswell  noted  “the  bank¬ 
ers  had  simply  done  it  themselves.  Everybody 
knows  how  to  write  a  release  so  nobody  spent 
much  time  on  it.”  289  Yet  according  to  Carswell, 
it  was  quite  important.  When  Carswell  read  it, 
he  saw  the  problem  immediately.  “Of  course,  it 
had  in  it  a  general  release  that  was  much 
broader  than  it  needed  to  have  been.  I  con¬ 
cluded  and  I  think  everyone  who  read  it  con¬ 
cluded  that  it  overreached.  So  I  suggested  to 
them  that  they  draft  a  release  that  was  more 
appropriate  and  covered  only  the  payments  in¬ 
volved.  So  they  went  ahead  and  did  it.”  290 
The  new  draft  was  forwarded  to  Roger 
Brown  in  London,  who  was  acting  as  counsel 
for  the  Iranians.  Brown  drafted  a  form  of  re¬ 
lease  that  he  thought  the  Iranians  would 
sign.291  This  was  cleared  through  the  United 
States  bankers  who  tinkered  with  it  a  little  and 
then  sent  it  back  to  Brown  for  final  review  and 
forwarding  to  the  Iranians  for  approval.  Cars¬ 
well  noted  that  although  the  drafting  process 
itself  was  not  very  difficult,  “it  took  most  of  the 
day  because  of  the  communications.”  292  Final¬ 
ly,  the  release  was  signed  early  the  next  morn¬ 
ing.  In  all,  it  took  an  entire  working  day  to  cor¬ 
rect  the  problem.293  It  was,  he  said,  a  problem 
substantially  of  our  own  making: 

Bankers  always  draft  forms  that  have 
belt  and  suspender  provisions  in  them. 
They  always  go  farther  than  they  need 
to.  So  I  am  not  surprised  that  these 
fellows  produced  something  that  was 
broader  than  it  needed  to  have  been.  I 
think,  in  context,  the  Iranians’  objec¬ 
tion  to  that  broad  release  was  under¬ 
standable  and  probably  correct.294 

b.  January  20,  1981 

( i)  Introduction 

The  Form  of  Payment  Order  had  been  cor¬ 
rected,  the  negotiations  were  back  on  track.  All 
that  remained  was  for  the  parties  to  transmit 
the  necessary  certifications;  the  hostages  could 
then  be  released.  The  parties  appeared  ready 
to  do  this  as  of  8:00  am  EST  on  January  20. 
But,  another  delay  prevented  the  hostages  from 
leaving  Mehrabad  Airport  in  Tehran  before  the 
inauguration  of  Ronald  Reagan.  The  Task 
Force  sought  to  determine  the  causes  of  this 
delay. 


50 


(ii)  Ali  Reza  Nobari 

Nobari  asserted  no  direct  knowledge  as  to 
the  reasons  for  the  delay  between  8:00  am  and 
12:00  noon  EST  on  January  20,  1981.  He 
maintained  that  neither  he  nor  Bank  Markazi 
was  responsible  for  the  second  delay.295 

(i ii)  John  Hoffman 

John  Hoffman,  like  Nobari,  had  no  specific 
information  on  the  delay  between  8:00  am  and 
12  noon  EST  on  January  20.  He  stated  that  by 
8:00  am,  everything  was  on  track,  but  that  the 
Iranians  had  not  received  notification  that  the 
money  had  been  placed  on  deposit  with  the 
Bank  of  England: 

Q:  At  that  point,  at  8:00  EST  or 
9:00  EST,  the  Iranians  had  not  gotten 
notification  that  the  money  was  on  de¬ 
posit? 

A:  That’s  what  I  was  told,  yeah. 

Q:  But  there  was  no  technical 
glitches  in  the  Payment  Orders  or  any¬ 
thing  like  that? 

By  8:00  am,  when  the  Algerian  government 
was  notified  that  the  funds  were  placed  on  de¬ 
posit  with  the  Bank  of  England  the  primary  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  complete  the  deal  shifted  to  Al¬ 
giers.  At  this  point,  Hoffman  said  that  he 
joined  others  in  the  Secretary’s  dining  room  for 
breakfast.  A  watch  officer  had  reported  that  the 
planes  were  at  the  end  of  the  runway  and  the 
engines  were  warming  up.  But,  then  “we  didn’t 
hear  anything.*’  296  Hoffman  remembered 
saying  that  he  “smelled  a  rat’’  297  and  put  a  call 
through  to  Roger  Brown  in  London  to  find  out 
what  was  happening.  Hoffman  said  that  it  ap¬ 
peared  that  the  certificates  attesting  to  the 
transfer  of  the  funds  into  the  escrow  account 
had  been  completed  but  not  delivered  by  the 
Algerians  to  the  government  of  Iran.  It  was  the 
delivery  of  these  certificates  to  Iran  which  trig¬ 
gered  Iran’s  obligation  to  release  the  hostages 
under  the  terms  of  the  negotiated  settlement. 
No  one  knew  what  was  happening  for  a  couple 
of  hours,  said  Hoffman.298  Hoffman  related: 

Q:  But  the  Iranians  before  they  were 
releasing  the  hostages  were  looking 
for  those  guarantees? 

A:  Yes, 

Q;  That  notification. 


A:  Yeah  let  me  tell  you  that  on  this, 
please  bear  in  mind  that  this  is  my 
own  speculation,  but  what  I  thought 
had  happened  and  what  I  expected 
had  happened,  this  is  an  off  the  cuff 
comment.  Lloyd  Cutler  and  I  have 
talked  about  this,  we  were  all  sort  of 
puzzling  what  was  going  on.  I  thought 
that  they  wanted  to  be  sure  that  they 
got  them  all  safely  on  the  plane  and  in 
the  confusion,  when  you  saw  the  pic¬ 
tures  afterward  there  was  a  little  bit  of 
confusion,  and  I  had  heard  somewhere 
that  they  had  temporarily  lost  one  or 
two  of  them.  What  would  have  hap¬ 
pened  if  those  planes  had  landed  in 
Algeria  with  three  people  missing.  So 
if  there  was  some  sort  of  confusion 
under  the  hectic  circumstances  of  the 
time,  they  wanted  to  be  sure  they 
weren’t  sort  of  obligated  to  move 
before  they  were  assured  of  that  certif¬ 
icate  being  on  its  way.  I  had  believed 
that  was  a  factor.  The  other  factor  that 
I  guess  I  have  always  believed  was  that 
the  Iranians,  or  someone  on  the  Irani¬ 
an  side  felt  this  was  some  way  to  give 
Carter  a  black  eye.  The  deal  was  done, 
they  didn’t  physically  get  out  while  it 
was  on  his  watch.  That  would  be  per¬ 
sonally  disappointing  to  him  and  I  am 
sure  that  it  was.  I  never  talked  to 
Carter  afterwards,  but  I  know  he 
talked  to  Lloyd.  And  I  know  this  had 
to  be  a  tremendous  disappointment.299 

( iv )  The  Algerians 

The  Algerians  were  asked  to  comment  on  the 
last-minute  delay  on  the  morning  of  January 
20,  1981.  This  delay,  they  said,  was  the  result 
of  legitimate  Iranian  security  concerns.  The  Al¬ 
gerians  pointed  out  that  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  was  an  extremely  volatile  issue  in  Iran  up 
until  the  very  end.  As  a  result,  the  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment  wanted  to  wait  until  after  dark  to 
transport  the  hostages  by  bus  to  the  airport. 
Ambassador  Gheraieb  was  at  the  airport  when 
the  hostages  arrived.  He  stated  that  there  were 
large  demonstrations  not  only  at  the  airport 
terminal  but  on  the  runways  as  well.  The  Am¬ 
bassador  recalled  that  the  hostages  arrived 
shortly  after  dark.  Their  departure  was  held  up 


while  a  list  of  all  of  the  hostages  could  be 
checked  to  ensure  that  everyone  was  accounted 
for  and  aboard  the  aircraft. 

The  Algerians  indicated  that  they  were  not 
aware  of  any  secret  meetings  between  the  Irani¬ 
ans  and  members  of  the  Republican  party  nor 
any  agreement  between  the  two  groups  that 
caused  this  delay.  To  their  knowledge,  the  Jan¬ 
uary  20  delay  was  simply  the  product  of  the 
confusion  on  the  ground  and  security  concerns 
at  the  time  of  the  scheduled  departure. 300 

(v)  Warren  Christopher 

With  respect  to  the  morning  of  January  20, 
1981,  Warren  Christopher  noted  that  the  sever¬ 
al-hour  delay  was  a  source  of  some  frustration 
for  two  reasons.  First,  as  a  personal  matter, 
Christopher  very  much  wanted  the  hostages  to 
be  released  on  President  Carter’s  watch. 
Second,  as  a  legal  matter,  his  authority  to  act 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States  government 
technically  ended  at  noon.  Christopher  also 
stated  that  Foreign  Minister  Benyahia  had  as¬ 
sured  him  that  the  release  would  take  place 
before  noon. 

Christopher  stated  that,  to  the  best  of  his 
recollection,  the  Algerian  government  transmit¬ 
ted  the  certificates  regarding  the  deposit  of 
funds  to  Iran  approximately  one  hour  after 
they  were  received  at  8:06  a.m.,  January  20, 
1981. 301  Christopher  stated  that  the  hour-long 
transmission  delay  was  due  to  of  the  fact  that 
the  Algerians  took  extra  precautions  to  ensure 
that  all  the  preconditions  negotiated  by  the 
parties  had  been  fulfilled  before  they  sent  the 
final  telex  that  would  trigger  the  release  of  the 
hostages.302  While  the  hour-long  wait  was 
somewhat  frustrating,  Christopher  did  not  at¬ 
tribute  it  to  anything  other  than  fatigue.303 

Assuming  a  transmission  delay  of  approxi¬ 
mately  one  hour,  Christopher  was  asked  why  he 
thought  there  had  been  a  three  hour  delay.  He 
indicated  that  he  had  no  clear  answer  for  this. 
He  was  told  at  the  time  by  the  Algerians,  and 
subsequently  by  former  hostages,  that  there 
was  great  confusion  in  getting  the  hostages  to 
the  airport  and  into  the  air.  He  attributes  the 
delays  to  these  “mechanical”  issues.  He  has  no 
indication  that  the  delay  was  intended  to  deny 
President  Carter  a  release  during  his  presiden¬ 
cy,  yet  he  has  no  information  that  absolutely 
precludes  this  possibility.304 


Finally,  the  Task  Force  asked  Christopher  to 
comment  on  the  views  of  the  Algerian  negotiat¬ 
ing  team  concerning  the  reasons  for  the  Janu¬ 
ary  20,  1981  delays.  Christopher  stated  that  the 
Algerians  perspective  generally  squared  with 
his  view  that  the  delay  was  a  result  of  the  con¬ 
fusion  in  Tehran.  He  also  stated  that  he  had  a 
vague  recollection  that  the  Algerians  had  a 
presence  on  the  ground  in  Tehran,  and  would, 
therefore,  be  in  a  better  position  to  evaluate 
the  actual  reasons  for  the  final  delay. 

(vi)  Robert  Carswell 

Reflecting  on  the  morning  of  January  20, 
1981  Robert  Carswell  observed  that  all  the  pa¬ 
perwork  had  been  completed  by  8:00  am.  The 
group  was  filled  with  anticipation.  But,  “then 
nothing  happened.”  305  They  were  frustrated 
that  there  was  nothing  they  could  do.  The  com¬ 
munication  lines  to  Tehran  were  not  very 
good.  “We  didn’t  have  any  way  to  find  out 
what  was  going  on.”  306  Carswell  said  the  nego¬ 
tiators  never  found  out  exactly  what  caused  the 
delay.  The  United  States  team  did  not  know 
then,  nor  did  they  learn  later,  at  exactly  what 
time  on  the  morning  of  January  20,  1981  the 
Algerians  had  actually  advised  the  Iranians  that 
all  of  the  monies  had  been  moved.307  Carswell 
said  he  was  aware  that  there  was  confusion  in 
Tehran  and  that  the  hostages  did  not  leave 
Iran  until  after  Ronald  Reagan  was  sworn  in  as 
president.  He  would  not  speculate  on  the  rea¬ 
sons  for  this  last  delay.308 

D.  Conclusion 


The  majority  believes  that  negotiating  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  American  hostages  was  ultimately, 
in  many  respects,  a  triumph  of  international  di¬ 
plomacy.  As  one  observor  noted,  “The  Iranian 
hostage  crisis  provided  dramatic  proof  of  our 
nation’s  commitment  to  the  basic  principles  of 
international  law  and  its  affirmation  of  the  use 
of  existing  international  institutions  for  the 
peaceful  settlement  of  disputes.”  309  The  dem¬ 
onstrated  commitment  of  the  United  States  to 
the  peaceful  resolution  of  this  dispute  affirmed 
our  status  as  a  nation  that  values  human  life 
and  the  rule  of  law.310 

The  minority  shares  the  majority’s  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  those  precious  values  reflected  in  our 
peaceful  resolution  of  the  hostage  crisis.  How- 


ever,  the  minority  believes  that  before  it  com¬ 
ments  on  the  manner  in  which  the  crisis  was  re¬ 
solved  a  more  comprehensive  analysis  of  all  of 
the  factors  that  led  to  and  impacted  upon  the 
ultimate  resolution  of  this  crisis  should  be  per¬ 
formed  in  another  forum. 

Negotiating  the  release  of  the  American  hos¬ 
tages  was  both  “challenging  and  frustrat¬ 
ing,”  311  due  in  large  measure  to  the  state  of 
revolution  which  existed  in  Iran  throughout 
this  period  of  time  as  well  as  the  shifting  deci¬ 
sions  throughout  by  the  Ayatollah  Khomeini. 
Indeed,  as  indicated  in  this  chapter,  in  spite  of 
constant  efforts  by  both  the  United  States  and 
the  international  community,  it  was  not  until 
the  late  summer  of  1980,  “when  a  parliament 
was  seated  and  a  new  government  was  in 
power,  did  the  Iranians  concert  their  atten¬ 
tion”  312  on  the  hostages.  Even  then,  it  initially 
required  the  imaginative  assistance  of  the  gov¬ 
ernments  of  Germany  and  Switzerland,  and  the 
creative  and  skillful  diplomacy  of  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Algeria  to  resolve  the  crisis.  Looking 
back,  it  is  clear  that  the  difficulty  and  delays 
that  attended  to  the  resolution  of  this  unprece¬ 
dented  international  crisis  was  due  in  major 
pan  to  the  fact  that  Iran  “had  no  discernable 
fixed  rules,  goals,  or  even  identity.”  313 

As  indicated  in  the  introduction  to  the 
report,  the  Task  Force  has  not  sought  to  ana¬ 
lyze  the  skillfulness  with  which  the  crisis  was 
settled.  It  sought  only  to  determine  whether,  in 
the  final  analysis,  it  could  be  credibly  argued 
that  the  delays  in  the  resolution  of  the  hostage 
situation  were  attributable  in  any  manner  or 
degree  to  a  secret  deal  struck  between  the 
Reagan  presidential  campaign  and  representa¬ 
tives  from  Iran.  In  this  regard,  for  all  the  rea¬ 
sons  set  forth  throughout  this  report,  the  Task 
Force  concludes  that  no  credible  evidence 
exists  to  support  such  a  deal.  There  was  no  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise  agreement  ever  reached. 
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and  Beheshti  were  “very  able  men”  but  he  had  a  lesser  opinion 
of  Ghotbzadeh.  He  shared  his  view  of  the  proposed  commission, 
i.e.,  that  it  would  have  no  judicial  power  but  would  only  make  a 
finding  as  to  whether  there  was  a  basis  for  an  ongoing  interna¬ 
tional  tribunal.  Iran  Update:  Jan.  10,  1980.  See  App.  at  78-86. 

107.  CRS  at  75. 

108.  Id.  at  78. 

109.  G.  Sick,  All  Fall  Down  at  292. 

110.  CRS  at  84,  101. 

111.  Of  the  other  candidates,  Professor  Salalaleddin  Farsi  (the 
IRP  replacement  candidate  for  Beheshti),  Foreign  Minister 
Ghotbzadeh  and  Admiral  Madani,  the  State  Department  believed 
Farsi  “odds-on  favorite.”  Department  of  Slate  Briefing  Memoran¬ 
dum  to  the  Secretary  from  Harold  H.  Saunders  re:  Iran  Presiden¬ 
tial  Election,  attached  to  Iran  Update:  Jan.  4,  1980.  See  App.  at 
87-89.  In  an  interview,  Admiral  Madani,  who  finished  second  in 
the  presidential  vote  with  14%  of  the  ballots  compared  to  Bani 
Sadr’s  75%,  said  he  would  form  an  opposition  party.  Madani 
blamed  his  loss  on  the  “students”  at  the  embassy  who  accused 
him  of  being  an  agent  of  the  CIA.  CRS  at  94. 

112.  However,  Revolutionary  Council  spokesman  Ayatollah  Be- 
heshti  said  there  was  no  agreement  within  the  Council  on  the 
hostages-commission  situation,  and  that  Bani  Sadr  was  “express¬ 
ing  his  personal  opinions”  and  not  those  of  the  Council  in  his 
statements  about  the  negotiations.  CRS  at  105. 

113.  Interview  in  L'Expresso,  Feb.  15,  1980. 

114.  CRS  at  111. 

115.  Id.  at  123.  See  W.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in 
Iran  at  132. 

116.  CRS  at  46. 

1 17.  DOS  chronology  .  See  App.  at  34-49. 

1 18.  W.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  98. 

119.  CRS  at  192. 

120.  W.  Christopher,  et  al..  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  98. 

121.  CRS  at  62. 

122.  Christopher  had  known  Pottinger  while  both  served  in  the 
Department  of  Justice.  Saunders  Dep.  at  31.  Cyrus  Hashemi  pro¬ 
vided  the  American  officials  with  his  bona  fides.  He  claimed  that 
he  had  been  a  Senior  Advisor  to  the  Iranian  Ministry  of  Defense 
since  March  23,  1979  and  to  the  Iranian  Navy  since  June  1,  1979. 
He  claimed  that  Mohammed  Ali  Balanian  Hashemi  had  been  a 
technical  advisor  to  the  Iranian  Navy. 

123.  Accounting  of  the  Shah’s  wealth,  removal  of  the  Shah 
from  the  United  States.  U.N.  Commission,  statement  of  sympa¬ 
thy,  lifting  the  freeze,  etc.  See  Department  of  State  letter  from 
Stanley  Pottinger  to  the  Honorable  Warren  Christopher  (Dec.  7, 
1979).  See  App.  at  90-96. 

124.  Letter  from  Stanley  Pottinger  to  the  Honorable  W’arren 
Christopher  (Dec.  7,  1979).  See  App.  at  90-96. 

125.  Department  of  State  Action  memorandum  from  David 
Newsom,  Harold  Saunders  to  the  Secretary,  Iran  Update  (Dec.  5, 
1979).  See  App.  at  97-101. 

126.  Saunders  Dep.  at  34.  Saunders  informed  the  CIA  of  Ha¬ 
shemi  connection  of  December  22,  1979  according  to  a  Decem¬ 
ber  22,  1979  memo  portion — unsigned  etc.  See  App.  at  102. 

127.  Department  of  State  Briefing  Memorandum  from  David 
Newsom.  Harold  Saunders  to  the  Acting  Secretary,  Iran  Update 
(Dec.  12,  1979);  Department  of  State  Action  Memorandum  from 
Harold  Saunders  to  the  Acting  Secretary  regarding  Talk  with 
Cyrus  Hashemi  (Dec.  12,  1979).  See  App.  at  56-77;  103-125. 

128.  Id. 

129.  Pottinger  stated  that  Madani  had  offered  Hashemi  a  posi¬ 
tion  as  an  advisor  in  the  Spring  of  1979,  and  that  Khomeini  and 


Madani  had  met  to  discuss  a  job  for  Madani  in  government.  Ha- 
shemi  characterized  Madani  as  a  “Iranian  patriot  who  .  .  .  was  fa¬ 
vorably  disposed  toward  the  [United  States]’’  Stanley  Pottinger 
Deposition  (Aug.  5,  1992)  at  25.  36  (hereinafter  “Pottinger 
Dep.’’). 

130.  Moini,  an  Iranian  lawyer,  was  then  legal  advisor  to  the 
Iranian  embassy  in  the  United  States.  Max  Moini  Deposition 
(Oct.  15,  1992)  at  3  (hereinafter  “Moini  Dep.’’). 

131.  This  was  later  referred  to  as  the  “Passendideh  Ploy,’’  i.e., 
seeking  to  settle  the  hostage  problem  by  direct  approach  to  Kho¬ 
meini  through  Passendideh,  followed  by  election  of  Madani  as 
president,  or,  if  he  was  not  elected,  military  action.  See  cable 
from  Chief,  Near  East  Division/Iran  Branch,  D.O.  (hereinafter 
“C/NE”)  (Jan.  8,  1980).  See  App.  at  126. 

132.  Department  of  State  Briefing  Memorandum  from  Mr. 
Newsom,  Harold  Saunders  to  the  Secretary,  Iran  Update  (Dec. 
29,  1979);  Memorandum  for  the  Record  Iran  Working  Group 
(Dec.  27,  1979),  memorializing  call  from  the  law  firm  of  Strook, 
Strook,  &  Lavan  regarding  lawsuit  against  Hashemi  alleging 
fraud.  Apparently,  Dr.  Hashemi  had  argued  for  postponement  of 
the  trial  claiming  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  Revolutionary 
Council  authorized  to  negotiate  on  behalf  of  Iran  for  release  of 
the  hostages.  See  App.  at  127-134;  135. 

133.  Department  of  State  Memorandum  from  Cyrus  Vance  to 
the  President  regarding  Proposal  for  a  Meeting  with  Iranians, 
dated  Dec.  21,  1979.  See  App.  at  136-154.  The  purpose  of  the 
meeting  would  be  (1)  to  discuss  elements  of  a  settlement  of  the 
crisis  might  be  and  (2)  to  decide  among  themselves  how  those 
elements  might  most  effectively  be  presented  to  Khomeini.  Id.  at 
1. 

134.  Id.  at  2. 

135.  Id.  at  2.  See  also  CIA  untitled  document,  Dec.  29,  1979  re¬ 
porting  that  on  December  22,  1979  Harold  Saunders  informed 
the  CIA  that  the  State  Department  had  received  what  “may  be  a 
probe  from  Khomeini’’,  i  e. ,  Hashemi.  Saunders  also  noted  that 
“while  not  enthusiastic”  about  the  Hashemi  proposal,  Vance  was 
going  to  propose  it  to  the  President.  See  App.  at  102.  The  CIA’s 
“preliminary  trace  results”  revealed  nothing  about  the  Hashemis 
or  Passindideh. 

136.  Reza  Passendideh’s  father,  the  Ayatollah  Passendideh,  was 
said  to  have  been  able  to  influence  Khomeini  because  Moini  had 
a  relationship  with  his  former  brother-in-law,  Reza  Passendideh, 
and  believed  that  the  hostage-taking  was  wrong,  he  had  asked 
him  to  speak  to  the  Ayatollah.  Passendideh  had  agreed  to  do  so. 
Moini  Dep.  at  14-15. 

137.  Mohammed  Ali  Balanian  Hashemi  was  introduced  as  Dr. 
Hashemi’s  brother  and  claimed  that  he  was  an  engineer,  who 
until  recently  had  owned  two  construction  firms  in  Iran  employ¬ 
ing  1,000  people.  He  also  claimed  that  he  was  a  member  of  the 
Central  Committee,  headed  by  Ayatollah  Kani.  At  this  time  he 
was  not  yet  known  to  be  jamshid  Hashemi. 

138.  Department  of  State  Action  Memorandum  from  Harold 
H.  Saunders  to  the  Secretary  (Jan.  2,  1980).  See  App.  at  142-154. 

139.  CIA  Cable  C/NE,  (Jan.  8,  1980).  See  App.  at  126. 

140.  Id. 
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22,  meeting,  Cyrus  Hashemi  was  anxious  about  dealing  with  the 
CIA,  and  was  equally  concerned  about  how  the  financial  transac¬ 
tion  was  handled.  See  generally  Pottinger  Dep.  at  93-108. 

142.  CIA  Cable  from  C/NE  (Jan.  18,  1980).  See  App.  at 
155-59. 

143.  CIA  Document  subject  jamshid  Hashemi  Naini  (Feb.  6, 
1980).  See  App.  at  160-61.  In  1958,  Jamshid  Hashemi  became  a 
member  of  the  Tudeh  Party,  the  Iranian  communist  party;  in 
1959,  he  became  a  secret  member  of  the  Iranian  National  Front, 
an  Iraqi  sponsored  organization  seeking  to  overthrow  the  Iranian 
government,  apparently,  selling  the  Iraqis  information  about  the 
Tudeh  Party;  in  1960,  he  obtained  employment  at  a  Soviet  Air¬ 
field  in  East  Germany,  proposed  to  sell  information  to  the  United 


States  and  when  turned  down  because  of  his  background,  to  the 
British;  in  1961,  he  was  convicted  attempting  to  smuggling  arms 
to  the  Tudeh  Party  in  Iran  and  expelled  from  Denmark. 

144.  CIA  cable  (Feb.  21,  1980). 

145.  CIA  document,  “Summary,”  undated.  See  App.  at  162-66. 

146.  Memorandum  for  the  Record  from  C/NE  (Feb.  28,  1980). 
See  App.  at  167-69. 

147.  CIA  document,  “Summary,"  undated.  See  App.  at  162-66. 

148.  Department  of  State  Briefing  Memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary  and  Mr. 
Newsom,  Iran  Update  (Feb.  26,  1980).  See  App.  at  170-175. 

149.  Id.  at  2. 

150.  Id  at  2. 

151.  Moini  believed  there  was  another  person,  possibly  a  State 
Department  employee,  present.  Moini  Dep.  at  21.  This  is  not 
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152.  Pottinger  was  asked  to  leave  but  invited  to  return.  Pot¬ 
tinger  Dep.  at  147. 

153.  Pottinger  reported  to  Saunders  that  Bani-Sadr  had  au¬ 
thorized  Passendideh’s  approach.  Department  of  State  Action 
Memorandum  to  the  Secretary  from  Saunders,  July  3,  1980. 

154.  Pottinger  Dep.  at  154. 

155.  Saunders  Dep.  at  33. 

156.  Department  of  State  Briefing  Memorandum  from  Peter 
Constable  to  The  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary  and  Mr. 
Newsom  Iran  Update  (Sept.  18,  1980);  Pottinger  Dep.  at  13.  See 
App.  at  176-78. 

157.  CIA  document.  Situation  Report,  from  C/NE  (Sept.  26, 
1980).  See  App.  at  179-80.  Hashemi  had  engaged  Pottinger’s  firm 
to  help  with  “financial  detective  work”  because  the  question  of 
the  Shah’s  assets  is  the  “major  remaining  item  of  contention”  for 
the  Iranians.  Pottinger  Dep.  at  10-12. 

158.  CIA  document.  Memorandum  to  File  from  C/NE  (Sept. 
11,  1980).  See  App.  at  181.  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  contacts  with  the 
pro-Khomeini  forces  is  supported  by  a  statement  of  his  former 
office  manager,  Carlos  DeMello,  who  attended  meetings  between 
Hashemi  and  Khomeini  supporters  in  Paris  before  the  overthrow 
of  the  Shah.  Telephone  conversation  between  Task  Force  staff 
and  DeMello,  Nov.  20,  1992. 

159.  CIA  document.  Cable  from  C/NE  (Jan.  8,  1980).  See  App. 
at  126. 

160.  CIA  Routing  Record  by  C/NE  (Oct.  6,  1980).  See  App.  at 
182-84. 

161.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Peter  D. 
Constable,  Acting  to  The  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary,  and 
Mr.  Newsom.  Iran  Update  (Sept.  17,  1980).  See  App.  at  176-78. 
Hashemi  also  claimed  to  have  been  asked  to  serve  as  an  advisor 
to  the  Special  Parliamentary  Commission  considering  the  hostage 
issue,  an  assignment  he  allegedly  declined. 

162.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
H.  Saunders  to  the  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary,  and  Under 
Secretary  Newsom.  Iran  Update  (Nov.  16,  1980).  See  App.  at 
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163.  Id. 

164.  Id. 

165.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary,  and  Under 
Secretary  Newsom.  Iran  Update  (Nov.  20,  1980)  See  App.  at 
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Group  and  to  Roberts  Owen  about  Nobari.  See  Department  of 
State  memorandum  to  INR  Ambassador  Spiers  from  L.  Roberts 
Owen  (Nov.  20,  1980).  See  App.  at  191-92. 

167.  Peter  Constable  Deposition  (Oct.  23,  1992)  at  24  (herein¬ 
after  “Constable  Dep  ”). 

168.  Department  of  State  cable  from  Embassy  Algiers  to  the 
Secretary,  Algiers  3939.  See  App.  at  193-94. 

169.  Constable  Dep.  at  25;  Saunders  Dep.  at  39. 
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170.  Precht  Dep.  at  15. 

171.  Richard  Cottam  Deposition  (Nov.  18,  1992)  at  3  (herein¬ 
after  “Couam  Dep.”). 

172.  Cottam  had  been  in  touch  with  Henry  Precht  and  with 
Gary  Sick  (NSC)  as  soon  as  he  had  concluded  there  would  be  a 
successful  revolution  in  Iran,  sometime  in  1976.  In  December 
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“high  command”  including  Bazargan,  Beheshti  and  others  who 
would  become  members  of  the  Revolutionary  Council.  Cottam 
Dep.  at  5. 

173.  During  the  hostage  crisis  Cottam  spoke  with  Ghotbzadeh 
virtually  every  day  on  the  telephone.  Cottam  Dep.  at  47. 

174.  Department  of  State  Memorandum  of  Conversation  (Dec. 
12,  1979).  See  App.  at  195. 

175. Id 

176. Id 

177.  R.  Cottam,  Iran  id  the  United  States  at  213;  W.  Christopher, 
et  aL,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  1 14. 

178.  Memorandum  of  Conversation,  Cottam/Ghotbzadeh  con¬ 
versation.  See  App.  at  196. 

179.  Department  of  Slate  Briefing  memorandum,  Iran  Update 
(Jan.  2,  1980).  See  App.  at  197-201. 

180.  Id 

181. Id 

182.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary.  Iran  Update  (Jan.  16,  1980).  See  App. 
at  202-07. 

183.  Id 

184.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary,  Iran  Update  (Jan.  31,  1980).  See  App. 
at  208-12. 

185.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary,  Iran  Update  (Feb.  2,  1980).  See  App. 
at  213-17. 

186.  Hamilton  Jordan  Deposition  (Oct.  16,  1992)  at  2  (herein¬ 
after  “Jordan  Dep.”).  The  Iranians  and  Panamanians  preferred 
dealing  with  Jordan  rather  than  the  State  Department  because 
Jordan  was  close  to  Carter  and  because  many  Iranians  believed 
the  State  Department  was  controlled  by  David  Rockefeller.  J. 
Carter,  Keeping  Faith  at  484  (1982). 

187.  Memorandum  for  the  Record  from  Working  Group  re: 
Ghotbzadeh-Cottam  conversation  (Dec.  27,  1979).  See  App.  at 
218. 

188.  Jordan  Dep.  at  4. 

189.  Id  at  5. 

190.  President  Carter  viewed  this  channel  as  “the  most  encour¬ 
aging  development  since  our  embassy  had  been  seized.”  He 
noted  that  “although  Bani-Sadr  was  apparently  keeping  his  plan 
secret  from  some  other  members  of  the  Revolutionary  Council, 
Ghotbzadeh  was  deeply  involved.  Although  at  odds  personally, 
these  two  men  were  our  best  hope,  and  so  we  wanted  to  see 
them  consolidate  their  political  strength.”  J.  Carter,  Keeping  Faith 
at  485-86. 

191.  J.  Carter,  Keeping  Faith  at  488;  Jordan  Dep.  at  10-1 1. 

192.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary  and  David 
Newsom.  Iran  Update  (Mar.  4,  1980).  See  App.  at  219-229. 

193.  Id 

194.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary,  Mr.  Newsom 
(Mar.  25,  1980).  See  App.  at  230-32. 

195.  J.  Carter,  Keeping  Faith  at  501. 

196.  Jordan  Dep.  at  21. 

197.  Jordan  Dep.  at  16-17;  the  State  Department  heard  from 
Ambassador  Laingen  that  the  foreign  ministry  was  being  pre¬ 
pared  to  receive  the  hostages.  Precht  Dep.  at  30-31.  President 
Carter’s  diary  reflected  that: 

“About  1:45,  Cy  reported  that  Ghotbzadeh  had  sent  word  to 
us  that  Bani-Sadr  will  make  a  statement  tomorrow  at  noon 


Tehran  time  [4:30  a.m.  in  Washington,  D.C.],  saying  that  the 
Revolutionary  Council,  with  Khomeini’s  approval,  had  decided  to 
transfer  the  hostages  away  from  the  students  to  the  government 
on  Tuesday  ...  if  this  develops  to  be  a  true  report,  it  would  be 
the  most  encouraging  thing  we’ve  had  lately  out  of  Iran.  If  things 
went  as  Ghotbzadeh  had  said  they  would,  it  would  be  necessary 
for  me  to  respond  publicly  to  Bani-Sadr’s  4:30  a.m.  (EST)  state¬ 
ment.  My  response  was  to  be  made  through  the  news  media,  and 
I  wanted  to  be  sure  that  Iran  got  the  message  loud  and  clear. 
Without  knowing  what  was  going  on,  the  American  press  would 
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report  my  early  morning  response  in  a  distorted  fashion,  alienat¬ 
ing  the  already  suspicious  Iranians.”  J.  Carter,  Keeping  Faith  at 
502. 

198.  White  House  memorandum  from  Len  Lefkow  to  David 
Aaron  (Mar.  31,  1980).  See  App.  at  233.  This  speech  was  deliv¬ 
ered  by  Khomeini’s  son  immediately  prior  to  Bani-Sadr’s  speech 
on  April  1,  1980. 
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Ghotbzadeh.  In  other  words,  it  was  to  deal — it  was  to  deal  with 
the  elected  President  and  the  appointed  Foreign  Minister  of  Iran 
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*  *  * 
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close  to  Khomeini.  We  were  dealing  with  people  who  could 
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times  it  was — in  the  execution  of  the  scenario,  it  was  seeing  the 
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step.  Jordan  Dep.  at  31-32. 

“David  Aaron  added:  “.  .  .  we  were  still  pursuing  the  strategy 
of  trying  to  reinforce  the  government.  In  other  words,  our  posi¬ 
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sible  for  the  situation  in  their  country.  And  so  when  Bani-Sadr 
said  something  positive,  we  tried  to  reinforce  it.”  Aaron  Dep.  at 
43. 

200.  C.  Vance,  Hard  Choices  at  407-8. 

201.  W.  Christopher,  et  aL,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  136. 

202.  Department  of  State  Iran  Update,  from  Harold  Saunders 
to  The  Deputy  Secretary,  Mr.  Newsom  (Apr.  2,  1980).  See  App.  at 
234-39. 

203.  Classified  minutes  of  the  discussions  regarding  sanctions 
and  a  response  during  the  NSC  meeting  on  March  31,  1980  and 
the  White  House  meeting  on  the  morning  of  April  1,  1980  pre¬ 
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mary,  including  any  potential  political  considerations,  are  in  the 
classified  annex  of  this  report.  See  App.  at  240. 

204.  CRS  at  148. 

205.  W.  Christopher,  et  aL,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  142. 
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206.  Z.  Brzezinski,  Power  and  Principle  at  497. 
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210.  G.  Sick,  All  Fall  Down  at  363. 

211.  Senate  Deposition  of  Warren  Christopher,  June  24,  1992, 
at  7. 


212.  Shortly  after  the  seizure  of  the  American  hostages  on  No¬ 
vember  4,  1979,  Sadegh  Tabatabai,  Deputy  Minister  President 
and  spokesman  for  the  government  in  Iran,  issued  a  government 
statement  condemning  the  takeover  of  the  embassy  and  calling 
upon  the  students  to  withdraw.  Tabatabai  made  his  first  known 
approach  to  the  United  States  as  early  as  Nov.  27,  1979,  when 
through  the  German  Minister  of  State,  he  offered  to  help  in  re¬ 
solving  the  hostage  situation.  He  would  have  intermittent  contact 
with  the  German  government,  relaying  information  regarding  the 
hostages.  Though  not  well  known  at  the  time  within  the  Ameri¬ 
can  diplomatic  corps,  he  would  become  paramount  in  setting  the 
stage  for  the  Algerian  Accord.  See  Sadegh  Tabatabai  Deposition 
(Nov.  5,  1992)  at  3-4  (hereinafter  "Tabatabai  Dep.”).  Memoran¬ 
dum  from  the  United  States  Embassy,  Bonn  (11/27/79).  See  App. 
at  241-242. 

213.  Department  of  State  Operations  Center  Iran  Working 
Group,  Sitrep  No.  433  (Sept.  13,  1980).  See  App.  at  243.  These 
four  points,  which  had  been  included  in  the  earlier  message  from 
the  Germans,  were:  non-intervention,  return  of  frozen  assets, 
waiver  of  United  States  government  claims,  and  provisions  re¬ 
garding  the  Shah’s  wealth.  Christopher  Interview  (June  8,  1992) 
at  2  (hereinafter  "Christopher  Int.");  W.  Christopher,  Diplomacy: 
The  Xeglected  Imperative  at  2. 

214.  Christopher  Int.  at  2.  W.  Christopher,  Diplomacy:  The  Xe¬ 
glected  Imperative  at  2-3.  American  Embassy  Bonn  Cable  to  Peter 
Tamoff  for  The  President,  Secretary  Muskie  and  Dr.  Brzezinski 
(Sept.  17,  1992).  See  App.  at  244-45. 

2 1 5.  Carter  had  instructed  Christopher  to  avoid  a  discussion  of 
arms  and  while  the  President  was  not  completely  unwilling  to 
deal  with  the  issue,  he  and  Christopher  agreed  that  arms  might 
complicate  the  negotiations.  See  Christopher  Senate  Dep.  at  13. 
Tabatabai  was  informed  that  if,  after  the  hostage  release,  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  United  States  and  Iran  were  normalized,  the 
arms  issue  could  be  discussed  in  accordance  with  State  Depart¬ 
ment  procedures.  Christopher  Int.  at  3. 

216.  Department  of  State  Informal  Summary.  See  App.  at 
246-255. 

217.  Christopher  Int.  at  3. 

218.  Id.  at  3.  Tabatabai  Dep.  at  11. 

219.  J.A.  Bill,  The  Eagle  and  the  Uon  at  304;  S.  Bakhash,  The 
Reign  of  the  Ayatollahs  at  1 25-26. 

220.  S.  Bakhash,  The  Reign  of  the  Ayatollahs  at  126. 

221.  R.  Cottam,  Iran  &  the  United  States  at  223-24;  B.  Lain  gen. 
Yellow  Ribbon  192-93  (1992). 

222.  W.  Christopher,  et  al,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  291. 

223.  S.  Bakhash,  The  Reign  of  the  Ayatollahs  at  130. 

224.  Id.  at  130. 

225.  M.  Milani,  The  Making  of  Iran 's  Islamic  Revolution  at  286;  S. 
Bakhash,  The  Reign  of  the  Ayatollahs  at  1 30. 

226.  S.  Bakhash,  The  Reign  of  the  Ayatollahs  at  131-32.  See  also  R. 
Cottam,  Iran  &  the  United  States  at  229. 

227.  W.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at 
290-91. 

228.  W.  Christopher,  et  ai,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  291; 
164-66;  Z.  Brzezinski,  Power  and  Principle  at  504. 

229.  See  B.  Lam  gen,  Yellow  Ribbon  at  194;  W.  Christopher,  et  al. , 
American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  291.  See  also  M.  Khadduri,  The  Gulf 
War:  The  origins  and  Implications  of  the  lraq-lran  Conflict  89-94 
(1988). 

230.  W.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  291;  M. 
Milani,  The  Making  of  Iran 's  Islamic  Revolution  at  289. 

231.  B.  Laingen,  Yellow  Ribbon  at  208;  Raja'i  Refuses  Talks  With 
US.  Offiaab,  Wash.  Post,  Oct.  17,  1980,  Al. 

232.  Tabatabai  Dep.  at  4. 

233.  Department  of  State  Briefing  memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Acting  Secretary  (Nov.  30,  1980).  See  App.  at 
256-57.  See  abo  Salamatian  Int.  (June  2,  1992)  at  4;  Salamatian 
Int.  (July  28.  1992)  at  2. 

234.  Christopher  Int.  at  3. 


235.  See  Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency  memorandum  to 
the  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  (Sept.  26,  1980).  See  App.  at 
258-283. 

236.  Lang  Int.  at  9. 

237.  Department  of  State  Cable  from  Ambassador  Ritzel  to 
Bonn  (Oct.  9,  1980);  Tabatabai  Dep.  at  11.  See  App.  at  284-85. 

238.  Id. 

239.  Department  of  State  Cable  from  Ambassador  Ritzel  (Oct. 
10,  1980).  See  App.  at  286.  Warren  Christopher  Deposition  (Dec. 
2,  1992)  at  21  (hereinafter  "Christopher  Dep."). 

240.  See  Department  of  State  memorandum  (Oct.  10,  1980).  See 
App.  at  287. 

241.  G.  Sick,  All  Fall  Down  370  (1985).  Sick  described  the  pack¬ 
age  as  being  worth  $150  million.  Id  Christopher’s  cable  on  Octo¬ 
ber  11,  1980  contained  a  package  totalling  approximately  $230 
million,  $80  million  of  which  was  the  proceeds  from  the  sales  of 
previously  purchased  military  equipment.  Memo  from  Christo¬ 
pher  (Oct.  11,  1980).  See  App.  at  288-90. 

242.  G.  Sick,  AH  Fall  Down  at  370. 

243.  Z.  Brzezinski,  Power  and  Principle  504  (1985).  On  October 
17,  a  memo  is  written  to  "Chris"  that  provides  the  location  of  the 
spare  parts  around  the  United  States,  and  states  that  "using  a 
maximum  lift,  and  with  48  hours  advance  notice,  the  bulk  of  the 
spare  parts  could  be  shipped  within  one  week;  USAF  would 
charge  $6  million  to  airlift  the  spares  to  Germany,  $11  million  to 
Karachi;  There  is  very  little  in  the  spares  package  in  the  way  of 
radar  spare  parts.  If  we  wanted  to  be  forthcoming  on  spares  for 
radar,  it  would  involve  new  sales,  not  pipeline  material."  See  App. 
at  291. 

244.  Z.  Brzezinski  Deposition  (Sept.  17,  1992)  at  20  (herein¬ 
after  "Brzezinski  Dep."). 

245.  G.  Sick,  All  Fall  Down  at  370.  See  abo  Department  of  State 
cable  from  Christopher  to  Genscher  (Oct.  11,  1980),  App.  at 
288-90;  The  order  freezing  Iranian  assets  had  frozen  non-mone- 
tary  assets  as  well;  Tabatabai  was  provided  with  a  list  of  these 
assets  held  in  the  United  States  and  told  these  could  be  discussed 
once  the  hostages  were  returned.  Christopher  Int.  (Dec.  2,  1992) 
at  21. 

246.  Department  of  State  Message  received  from  Bonn  (Oct. 

13,  1980).  See  App.  at  292-305. 

247.  Department  of  State  Memorandum  to  Secretariet  file  (Oct. 

14,  1980). 

248.  Christopher  Dep.  at  26-28. 

249.  Department  of  State  Action  Memorandum  (Oct.  9,  1980). 

See  App. - at  656-657.  See  abo  section  VII  and  VIII,  supra,  for 

further  discussion. 

250.  See  section  X,  supra,  for  further  discussion. 

251.  Department  of  State  cable  to  Tel  Aviv  29588  Oct.  22, 
1980.  See  App.  at  307-08. 

252.  President  Carter  was  asked  the  following  question  by  Bar¬ 
bara  Walters: 

"While  we  are  discussing  policy,  had  Iran  not  taken  the  hos¬ 
tages,  I  assume  that,  in  order  to  preserve  our  neutrality,  we 
would  have  stopped  the  flow  of  spare  parts  and  vital  war  materi¬ 
als  once  war  broke  out  between  Iraq  and  Iran.  Now  we’re  offer¬ 
ing  to  lift  the  ban  on  such  goods  if  they  let  our  people  come 
home.  Doesn’t  this  reward  terrorism,  compromise  our  neutrality, 
and  possibly  antagonize  nations  now  friendly  to  us  in  the  Middle 
East?" 

Carter  responded: 

"We  will  maintain  our  position  of  neutrality  in  the  Iran  and 
Iraq  war.  We  have  no  plans  to  sell  additional  material  or  goods 
to  Iran,  that  might  be  of  a  warlike  nature.  When  I  made  my  deci¬ 
sion  to  stop  all  trade  with  Iran  as  a  result  of  the  taking  of  our 
hostages,  I  announced  then,  and  have  consistently  maintained 
since  then,  that  if  the  hostages  are  released  safely,  we  would 
make  delivery  on  those  items  which  Iran  owns — which  they  have 
bought  and  paid  for — also,  that  the  frozen  Iranian  assets  would 
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be  released.  That’s  been  a  consistent  policy,  one  1  intend  to  carry 

out.” 

D.  Broder,  et  al.,  Pursuit  of  the  Presidency,  1980  at  376  (1980). 

253.  Tabatabai  Dep.  at  4.  See  Cable  from  Germany  (Oct.  30, 
1980),  App.  at  309-314;  Cable  from  Lang,  Swiss  Ambassador  to 
Iran  (Oct.  30,  1980),  App.  at  312-13.  See  also  W.  Christopher,  et 
aL,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  292. 

254.  Salamatian  Int.  at  2. 

255.  Department  of  State  Briefing  Memorandum  from  Harold 
Saunders  to  The  Secretary,  The  Deputy  Secretary  and  Mr.  New- 
some  (Oct.  26,  1980).  See  App.  at  315. 

256.  Message  received  from  Bonn  (Oct.  16,  1980).  See  App.  at 
297-98. 

257.  Salamatian  Interview  (July  28,  1980)  at  3  (hereinafter  ‘‘Sa¬ 
lamatian  Int.”).  Department  of  State  Iran  Working  Group,  Sitrep 
No.  483  (Nov.  2,  1980).  See  App.  at  316-317.  See  also  Christopher 
Int.  at  3.  Tabatabai  never  communicated  with  Christopher  again 
because  the  Parliament  agreed  that  the  implementation  of  the 
hostage  release  should  be  through  the  Algerian’s.  Tabatabai  Dep. 
at  5. 

258.  Department  of  State  worksheet  for  list  of  documents  and 
index  (Nov.  3,  1980).  See  App.  at  318-325. 

259.  Christopher  had  traveled  to  Algeria  to  personally  deliver 
the  United  States  response  to  the  Majlis’  conditions  to  the  Algeri¬ 
an  delegation  headed  by  Foreign  Minister  Mohammed  Benizaria. 

260.  Department  of  State  Iran  Working  Group  Sitrep,  No.  492 
(Nov.  1 1,  1980).  See  App.  at  326-328. 

261.  For  Iran's  election  commentaries,  see  W.  Christopher,  et  al; 
American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  373-78. 

262.  W.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  217. 

263.  For  example,  the  bankers  preferred  the  documents  to  be 
written  in  English  and  wanted  face-to-face  negotiations  in 
London.  The  Algerians  felt  most  comfortable  with  French  and 
preferred  to  work  in  Algiers.  Meanwhile,  the  Iranians  demanded 
Farsi  translations  and  would  not  speak  directly  with  the  United 
States  nor  would  they  leave  Tehran.  Consequently,  each  docu¬ 
ment  drafted  required  two  translations  and  all  parties  were  obli¬ 
gated  to  communicate  by  telephone  and  telex  as  fax  machines 
were  not  yet  available. 

264.  WT.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  220. 

265.  Questions  arose  regarding  which  loans  should  be  paid  off 
immediately  and  which  should  be  subject  to  verification;  whether 
the  banks  were  willing  to  pay  interest  on  the  loans  totally  $800 
million  and  whether  the  $8.1  billion  figure  could  be  reached 
from  the  verifiable  assets. 

266.  Iran  was  asked  to  pay  ofT  $3.67  billion  in  loans  immedi¬ 
ately.  The  banks  agreed  to  pay  $800  million  in  interest  but 
wished  to  reserve  the  right  to  contest  $130  million  in  binding  ar¬ 
bitration.  The  total  payment  accepted  was  $200  million  short  of 
the  $8. 1  billion  demanded  by  Iran. 

267.  W.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  225. 

268.  The  technical  supporting  documents  included:  the  Under¬ 
taking;  the  Escrow  Agreement;  the  Implementing  Technical 
Clarifications  and  Directions  (ITCD).  (This  document  amplified 
the  more  general  provisions  of  the  Escrow  Agreement);  and  At¬ 
tachment  B  to  the  ITCD  which  constituted  the  form  of  payment 
order  (“payment  order”).  (The  payment  order  was  that  which 
Iran  would  send  to  the  banks  holding  their  assets  to  direct  them 
how  to  make  payment  of  these  deposits.) 

269.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  196. 

270.  Hoffman  authored  chapter  6  in  American  Hostages  in  Iran. 
That  chapter  provides  a  full  accounting  of  the  intricacies  of  the 
financial  negotiations. 

271.  John  E.  Hoffman,  Jr.  Interview  (Sept.  3,  1992)  at  2  (here¬ 
inafter  “Hoffman  Int.”). 

272.  W.  Christopher,  et  al.,  American  Hostages  in  Iran  at  244; 
Hoffman  int.  at  4. 

273.  “Frank”  refers  to  Frank  Logan  of  Milbank,  Tweed,  Hadley 
and  McCloy.  Logan  was  present  in  Algiers  with  Warren  Christo¬ 


pher  and  was  the  drafter  of  much  of  the  language  in  the  form  of 
payment  order.  Logan  was  interviewed  by  Task  Force  counsel 
and  asked  about  this  delay.  Logan  noted  that  it  was  his  under¬ 
standing  that  the  Iranians  read  the  payment  order  to  contain  a 
general  release  clause.  When  this  was  pointed  out  to  Logan,  he 
noted  that  “their  objection  was  valid.”  As  a  consequence,  the  lan¬ 
guage  was  changed  to  correct  the  problem. 

274.  Hoffman  Int.  at  27-30. 

275.  Id.  at  5. 

276.  Id.  at  36,  37. 

277.  The  Algerians  were  asked  by  the  Iranian  government  to 
broker  a  negotiated  settlement  to  the  hostage  crisis  on  Nov.  3, 
1980. 

278.  It  was  pointed  out,  however,  that  the  appointment  of 
Raja’i  to  Prime  Minister  did  not  mean  the  negotiating  process 
would  proceed  with  ease.  In  fact,  dealing  with  Raja’i  proved,  at 
times,  to  be  very  frustrating  because  of  his  relative  inexperience 
in  international  diplomacy,  his  often  changing  views  and  his 
stated  desire  to  leave  the  final  resolution  of  the  hostage  crisis  to 
the  Iranian  Parliament. 

279.  As  was  pointed  out  earlier,  members  of  the  Iranian  Parlia¬ 
ment  were  still  calling  for  the  hostages  to  be  put  on  trial  even 
after  Khomeini’s  announced  four  conditions.  This  dissention  lead 
Khomeini  to  defer  to  the  Majlis  for  the  final  negotiation  of  the 
conditions  for  release  of  the  hostages. 

280.  Frank  Logan  of  Milbank,  Tweed,  Hadley  and  McCloy  was 
thought  to  be  the  architect  of  the  payment  order  that  caused  the 
Jan.  19,  1981  delay.  Milbank,  Tweed  has  been  counsel  to  Chase 
for  a  very  long  time.  It  is  surmised  that  the  Algerians  saw  Chase 
as  the  problem  because  of  this  relationship.  They  did  not  elabo¬ 
rate  as  to  why  they  singled  out  Chase  as  being  primarily  respon¬ 
sible  for  the  delay. 

281.  Christopher  Dep.  at  5. 

282.  Id.  at  5. 

283.  Robert  Carswell  Deposition  (Dec.  11,  1992)  at  3-4  (here¬ 
inafter  “Carswell  Dep.”). 

284.  Id  at  4. 

285.  Id.  at  5-6. 

286.  Id.  at  7. 

287.  Id.  at  9. 

288.  Id.  at  9. 

289.  Id.  at  9. 

290.  Id.  at  9-10. 

291.  Id.  at  10. 

292.  Id.  at  10. 

293.  Id.  at  12. 

294.  Id.  at  13. 

295.  It  is  worth  noting  that  there  were  many  “delays”  over  the 
course  of  the  last  24  hours.  Each,  in  its  own  way,  contributed  to 
the  completing  of  the  financial  negotiations  and  certifications 
after  12:00  noon  EST  on  Jan.  20,  1981.  For  example,  Nobari  re¬ 
counts  that  throughout  the  final  negotiation  period  he  continued 
to  maintain  the  strong  belief  that  the  terms  agreed  to  by  Nabavi 
was  not  in  Iranian  best  interests.  He  particularly  objected  to  the 
agreement  to  pay  off  all  Iranian  loans  regardless  of  their  charac¬ 
ter.  He  preferred  the  earlier  plan  which  only  called  for  the  loan 
deficiencies  to  be  brought  current.  Thus,  wherever  possible,  he 
petitioned  Raja’i  not  to  agree  to  the  deal.  These  petitions  took 
time.  He  also  advised  us  that  when  Raja’i  called  him  on  Jan.  20 
to  tell  him  that  the  signing  of  the  payment  order  was  in  “the 
highest  interest  of  Iran”,  that  Nobari  still  balked.  Finally,  he  in¬ 
sisted  that  Nabavi  sign  the  telex  to  the  US  banks  in  the  name  of 
the  Iranian  government.  This  too  caused  a  delay  on  Jan.  20.  Ali 
Reza  Nobari  Interview  (Aug.  31,  1992)  at  4. 

296.  Hoffman  Int.  at  34-35. 

297.  Id  at  35. 

298.  Id.  at  31. 

299.  Id.  at  32. 


300.  Ambassador  Gheraieb  indicated  that  Bani-Sadr  did  in  fact 
complain  to  Ambassador  Gheraieb  for  their  endorsing  their 
agreement,  despite  Bani-Sadr’s  view  that  it  was  harmful  to  Iran. 
Ambassador  Gheraeib  indicated  that  he  did  tell  Bani-Sadr,  basi¬ 
cally  as  Bani-Sadr  relates  in  his  book,  that  the  Algerians  had  told 
Nabavi  “that  this  agreement  was  not  good  for  Iran,  but  he 
[Nabavi]  told  us  he  would  sign  it  anyway.  We  [the  Algerians] 
were  intermediaries  with  Carter,  but  not  the  other  one,  the  one 
Beheshti  and  Rafsanjani  concluded  with  Reagan."  Ambassador 
Gheraieb  indicated  that  he  did  not  mean  to  suggest  by  that  com¬ 
ment  that  he  was,  in  fact,  aware  of  any  arrangement  between  the 
Republicans  and  the  Beheshti/Rafsanjani  group,  but  was  rather 
repeating  the  rumor  that  Ghotbzadeh  and  others  had  earlier 
been  promoting,  particularly  Ghotbzadeh’s  public  statement  in 
Sept.,  1980.  All  three  of  the  Algerian  gentlemen  indicated  that 
they  were  not  themselves  aware  of  any  secret  meetings  between 
Iranians  and  members  of  the  Republican  party  nor  any  agree¬ 
ments  between  those  two  groups.  Ambassador  Gheraieb  Inter¬ 
view  (Nov.  18,  1992). 

301.  Christopher  prefaced  his  comments  by  stating  that  he  had 
not  taken  any  documents  with  him  when  he  left  the  Department 


of  State  and  had  not  had  the  opportunity  to  review  documents 
prior  to  his  voluntary  meeting  with  Task  Force  counsel.  As  such, 
he  offered  his  best  recollection  of  the  events  given  these  short¬ 
comings.  Christopher  Dep.  at  2. 

302.  Christopher  also  noted  that  all  the  parties  were  exhausted 
which  argued  for  special  precautions  to  make  sure  everything  was 
done  properly.  Id.  at  10-1 1. 

303.  Id.  at  10. 

304.  Id.  at  14. 

305.  Carswell  Dep.  at  14. 

306.  Id.  at  14. 

307.  Id.  at  15. 

308.  Id.  at  17. 

309.  W.  Christopher  et  al,  American  Hostages  in  Iran:  The  Conduct 
of  a  Crisis,  at  374. 

310.  Id.  at  375. 

311.  Id.  at  6. 

312.  Id.  at  7. 

313.  Id.  at  8. 


VI.  Evolution  of  Allegations 


The  work  of  the  Task  Force  simultaneously 
benefited  from  and  was  handicapped  by  the 
passage  of  time  since  the  period  the  October 
Surprise  events  were  said  to  have  occurred. 
The  Task  Force’s  investigation  of  events  during 
the  years  1979-1981  benefited  from  years  of 
historical  analysis  and  the  luxury  of  hindsight. 
The  Task  Force  was  able,  for  example,  to  make 
firm  determinations  about  the  causes  of  stops 
and  starts  in  the  formal  U.S. -Iranian  hostage 
negotiations.  But  the  passage  of  time  also  de¬ 
prived  the  Task  Force  of  records  that  could 
have  confirmed  the  whereabouts  of  several  key 
individuals  in  these  alleged  events.  This  was 
mainly  due  to  the  destruction  of  records  rou¬ 
tinely  kept  by  businesses — such  as  credit  card 
and  telephone  companies,  or  airlines  and  travel 
agencies — after  a  specified  time  limit.  As  a 
result,  the  Task  Force  was  unable  to  conclu¬ 
sively  determine  the  activities  of  several  of  the 
principal  October  Surprise  protagonists.  We  do 
not  believe  this  handicap  undermines  the  valid¬ 
ity  of  the  conclusions  we  ultimately  reached. 

The  October  Surprise  story  has  evolved  over 
a  twelve-year  period,  first  appearing  as  specula¬ 
tion  in  publications  with  limited  distribution 
and  then  in  general  circulation  new  articles,  tel¬ 
evision  programs  and  investigative  books  in  the 
period  from  1988  to  1992.  A  survey  of  some  of 
the  key  press  reports,  and  a  brief  description  of 
some  of  the  allegations  made  in  these  reports, 
follows. 

Washington  Post:  On  November  29,  1986,  an 
article  in  the  Washington  Post  by  Bob  Woodward 
and  Walter  Pincus  raised  several  claims  that 
would  become  keystones  in  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  theory.  1  Specifically,  the  article  stated 
that  “In  1981,  then-Secretary  of  State  Alexan¬ 
der  M.  Haig,  Jr.,  gave  his  permission  in  1981 
for  Israel  to  ship  U.S. -made  military  spare  parts 
and  fighter  plane  tires  to  Iran,  nearly  four  years 
before  similar  shipments  set  in  motion  the  con¬ 


troversy  now  besetting  the  Reagan  administra¬ 
tion.”  2  The  article  mentioned  David  Kimche 
and  Robert  McFarlane  as  other  officials  having 
a  role  in  this  policy.3 

The  article  also  reported  that  even  before 
1981,  “McFarlane  proposed  dramatic  covert 
initiatives  involving  Iran.  In  1980,  while  he  was 
on  the  staff  of  the  Senate  Armed  Services  Com¬ 
mittee,  McFarlane  approached  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign’s  foreign  policy  adviser,  Richard  V.  Allen, 
with  an  Iranian  exile  who  proposed  to  deliver 
the  American  hostages  then  held  in  Iran  to  the 
Reagan  camp  prior  to  the  November  elec¬ 
tion.”  4  The  article  also  stated  that  Allen  had 
been  approached  in  late  1980  concerning  how 
the  Reagan  administration  would  view  Israel’s 
shipment  to  Iran  of  F-4  fighter  parts.5 

Miami  Herald:  On  April  12,  1987,  Alfonso 
Chardy  at  the  Miami  Herald  wrote  an  article 
stating  that  Richard  Allen,  Laurence  Silberman 
and  Robert  McFarlane  met  with  “a  man  who 
said  he  represented  the  Iranian  government 
and  offered  to  release  the  52  American  hos¬ 
tages  held  in  Tehran.”  6  The  article  stated  that 
the  objective  of  this  meeting  was  to  ensure 
President  Carter’s  defeat  in  the  November 
presidential  election.  Silberman  and  Allen,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Chardy,  acknowledged  their  partici¬ 
pation,  but  “considered  the  offer  absurd  and 
rejected  it.”  The  article  also  reported  that  Abol 
Hassan  Bani-Sadr,  former  President  of  Iran, 
said  “he  learned  after  the  hostage  release  that 
two  of  [Khomeini’s]  closest  advisers  had  been 
involved  in  negotiations  with  the  Reagan 
camp.”  7  The  article  stated  that  the  negotia¬ 
tions  allegedly  were  to  delay  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  until  after  Reagan  became  president. 

In  August  1987,  Chardy  reported  that  the 
CIA  knew  that  Israel  was  shipping  United 
States  weapons  to  Iran  as  early  as  February, 
1981,  thus  allegedly  raising  new  questions 
about  the  timing  of  the  arms  shipments  and  the 


origin  of  the  Reagan  Administration’s  dealings 
with  Iran.8  This  report  also  quoted  an  Ameri¬ 
can  lobbyist  for  Israel  as  saying  that  a  key 
Reagan  aide  encouraged  the  shipments.  Chardy 
also  quoted  former  Iranian  President  Abol 
Hassan  Bani-Sadr  as  saying  that  he  believed  the 
arms  transactions  were  the  result  of  an  agree¬ 
ment  between  Reagan  campaign  officials  and 
representatives  of  the  Khomeini  government  in 
Iran.  Bani-Sadr  said  that  “as  a  deal  was  about 
to  be  made  with  the  Carter  Administration, 
suddenly  the  negotiations  stopped.  I  now  be¬ 
lieve  this  happened  because  of  secret  contacts 
between  Reagan  and  Khomeini  representa¬ 
tives.”  9 

In  an  April  1988  article,  Chardy  focused  on 
the  efforts  of  an  Iranian-born  arms  dealer  to 
strike  a  deal  with  the  Carter  Administration  on 
a  swap  of  military  spare  parts  for  the  hostages. 
Using  declassified  Carter  CIA  and  State  De¬ 
partment  documents,  Chardy  revealed  that 
arms  dealer  Hushang  Lavi  attempted  to  broker 
a  $10  million  arms-for-hostages  deal  with  the 
Carter  Administration  but  was  rebuffed  because 
he  did  not  have  the  backing  of  Iran’s  president 
at  the  time,  Bani-Sadr. 

The  Xation:  On  June  20,  1987,  Christopher 
Hitchens’s  column  in  The  Xation  suggested  that 
an  Argentine  plane  carrying  American-made 
weapons  from  Israel  to  Iran,  which  crashed  in 
February  1981,  was  part  of  a  series  of  Reagan 
Administration-sanctioned  arms  shipments  de¬ 
signed  as  the  payoff  for  an  agreement  to  hold 
American  hostages  until  after  the  1980  presi¬ 
dential  elections.10  Hitchens  questioned  why 
the  Reagan  Administration  sent  weapons  to 
Iran  after  the  American  hostages  in  Tehran  had 
been  flown  home,  yet  before  any  Americans 
had  been  abducted  in  Lebanon. 

Over  the  next  several  years,  Hitchens  contin¬ 
ued  to  write  about  the  October  Surprise 
theory,  incorporating  new  pieces  of  information 
as  they  became  available.11  Hitchens  cites  sever¬ 
al  allegations  in  support  of  his  hypothesis  that 
a  deal  was  made,  including:  (1)  the  presence  of 
hostage  watch  groups  in  the  Reagan  campaign 
to  provide  early  warning  of  a  Carter  Adminis¬ 
tration  breakthrough  in  the  hostage  negotia¬ 
tions;  (2)  an  October,  1980  meeting  among  two 
Reagan  campaign  advisers,  Richard  Allen  and 
Robert  McFarlane,  and  an  unidentified  Iranian 
official,  presumably  to  discuss  a  hostage-related 
deal;  (3)  remarks  by  former  Iranian  President 


Bani-Sadr  asserting  that  a  deal  had  been  struck 
between  representatives  of  Reagan  and  Kho¬ 
meini  to  delay  the  hostages’  release;  (4)  an  inci¬ 
dent  recalled  by  Richard  Allen  in  which  Presi¬ 
dent-elect  Reagan,  upon  hearing  that  an  Ameri¬ 
can  was  still  being  held  hostage  the  day  after 
the  inauguration,  remarked,  “Get  the  word  out 
that  the  deal’s  off’  unless  the  remaining  hos¬ 
tage  was  released;  and  (5)  President  Reagan’s 
remarks  on  a  California  golf  course  in  1991 
about  his  campaign’s  conduct  with  respect  to 
the  hostages.12 

Xew  York  Times:  The  first  time  October  Sur¬ 
prise  related  allegations  appeared  in  the  Xew 
York  Times  was  an  article  by  William  Safire  on 
November  24,  1986  in  which  he  stated  that: 
“Robert  McFarlane  first  approached  the 
Reagan  campaign  in  the  summer  of  1980  with 
an  Iranian  in  tow  who  proposed  to  deliver  our 
hostages  to  Mr.  Reagan  rather  than  President 
Carter,  thereby  swinging  the  U.S.  election.  The 
Reagan  representatives  properly  recoiled,  but 
Mr.  McFarlane  has  had  Iranian  held  hostages 
on  the  brain  ever  since.”  The  reference  to  the 
meeting  in  the  article  was  based  on  a  comment 
made  to  Safire  by  Laurence  H.  Silberman  in 
1984. 

October  Surprise  allegations  next  appeared 
in  the  A 'ew  York  Times  in  an  August  3,  1987, 
column  by  Flora  Lewis,  who  interviewed  former 
Iranian  President  Bani-Sadr.13  Bani-Sadr  told 
Lewis  that  the  abrupt  halt  in  negotiations  be¬ 
tween  Tehran  and  the  Carter  Administration  in 
October  1980  could  be  traced  to  the  maneuver¬ 
ing  of  hard-line  clerics  intent  on  bringing 
Carter  down.  “My  aides  found  out  it  [the  halt 
in  negotiations  between  Iran  and  the  Carter 
Administration]  was  because  the  group  in 
charge  of  hostage  policy,  Rafsanjani,  Moham¬ 
med  Beheshti,  and  Khomeini’s  son,  did  not 
want  Carter  to  win  the  election,”  Bani-Sadr 
said.14  Bani-Sadr  also  alleged  that  there  was  a 
meeting  in  Paris  in  1980  between  representa¬ 
tives  of  Beheshti  and  Reagan  campaign  officials 
that  sealed  the  deal.  Lewis  stated  that  Bani- 
Sadr  “offers  no  proof  of  the  charge.”  15 

In  a  May  15,  1991  article  in  the  Xew  York 
Times  Lloyd  Cutler,  who  was  President  Carter’s 
legal  counsel  between  1979-1981,  expressed 
doubt  that  a  deal  had  actually  occurred.16  De¬ 
spite  this  skepticism,  Cutler  argued  that  it 
would  be  “important  to  learn,  if  we  can,  wheth- 


er  anyone  in  the  Reagan  campaign  tried  to 
interfere  with  the  hostage  negotiations  and  how 
members  of  the  team  reacted  to  any  bait  the 
Hashemi  brothers  or  others  may  have  dangled 
before  them.  Even  without  the  testimony  of  Mr. 
Casey  and  Cyrus  Hashemi,  there  are  several 
living  witnesses  who  can  prove  or  disprove 
whether  somebody  at  some  level  on  the  Reagan 
team  was  negotiating  with  Iranian  middle- 
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men. 

Washington  Report  on  Middle  East  Affairs:  In  Oc¬ 
tober  1987,  Richard  Curtiss  wrote  an  article  for 
Washington  Report  on  Middle  East  Affairs  repeating 
claims  from  Bani-Sadr  similar  to  those  made  in 
the  Flora  Lewis  story  for  the  Sew  York  Times , 
and  mentioning  the  names  of  Iranians  who 
were  “backstopping  the  1980  Reagan-Iran  ne¬ 
gotiations,*’  including  Rafsanjani,  Mohammed 
Beheshti,  Mohammad  Ali  Rajai  and  Behzad 
Nabavi.  18 

In  These  Times:  In  October,  1988,  In  These 
Times ,  a  bi-weekly  paper  that  had  reported  on 
October  Surprise  allegations  since  June  1987, 
identified  Richard  Brenneke  as  a  source  “who 
claims  to  have  been  at  one  of  those  Paris  meet¬ 
ings  [and  who]  has  given  In  These  Times  a  first¬ 
hand  account  [of  them].’’  19  While  printing 
Brenneke’s  charges  that  a  Paris  meeting  did 
take  place,  In  These  Times  cautioned  that  Bren¬ 
neke’s  reliability  as  a  source  should  be  ques¬ 
tioned  and  his  “assertions  about  the  alleged 
deal  are  not  the  final  words  on  this  very  impor¬ 
tant  subject.’*  20 

In  These  Times  presented  another  story  on  the 
October  Surprise  in  an  April  17,  1991  cover 
story  titled  “Dirty  Dealers  and  Election  Steal¬ 
ers.’’  The  article  featured  an  extensive  inter¬ 
view  with  Ari  Ben-Menashe,  a  self-described 
high-level  Israeli  intelligence  operative.  Ben- 
Menashe  made  several  claims  in  this  interview. 
First,  he  said  that  he  helped  arrange  the  sale  to 
Iran  of  United  States  F-4  jets  tires  owned  by 
Israel,  in  contravention  of  the  Carter  Adminis¬ 
tration  arms  embargo  against  Iran.  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  also  alleged  that  Robert  McFarlane  and 
Earl  Brian  traveled  to  Tehran  in  February, 
1980  to  meet  with  a  prominent  Iranian  moder¬ 
ate  named  Mehdi  Bazargan  and  prepare  for  a 
series  of  future  meetings  between  Casey  and 
Khomeini’s  hard-line  representatives. 

Ben-Menashe  also  said  that  he  and  Hushang 
Lavi  were  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  Hotel  meeting 
of  October  2,  1980.  Ben-Menashe  stated  that 


he  offered  the  three  members  of  the  Reagan 
campaign  team — Robert  McFarlane,  Richard 
Allen,  and  Laurence  Silberman — an  alternative 
to  the  alleged  agreement  worked  out  by  Casey 
and  the  Iranians  during  the  previous  summer 
in  Madrid.  The  reason  for  an  alternative  deal, 
said  Ben-Menashe,  was  that  Israel  “had  qualms 
about  playing  a  role  in  helping  the  Republicans 
subvert  the  Carter  Administration’s  attempts  to 
negotiate  with  the  Iranians  for  the  hostages’  re¬ 
lease.*’  21  Ben-Menashe  said  that  the  campaign 
members  rejected  the  overture  because  they 
“wanted  to  strike  their  own  deal,  not  an  Israeli 
one,  with  the  Iranians,  so  they  threw  that  one 
out  the  window  and  struck  their  own  deal  later 
[that  month]  in  Paris.’’  22 

Playboy:  In  the  October,  1988  issue  of  Playboy , 
Abbie  Hoffman  and  Jonathan  Silvers  offered  a 
more  detailed  account  of  the  October  Surprise 
theory.23  The  authors  claimed  that  the  L’Enfant 
Plaza  meeting  served  as  the  catalyst  for  a  deal 
consummated  later  that  month,  in  which  the 
Reagan  campaign  and  the  government  of  Iran 
agreed  to  a  delay  of  the  hostages’  release  in 
return  for  the  shipment  of  United  States  arms 
from  Israel  to  Iran. 

Bani-Sadr  was  interviewed  for  the  article  and 
provided  circumstantial  evidence  to  support 
this  claim.  He  said  that  he  first  sensed  that  a 
secret  deal  in  September  1980,  when,  as  presi¬ 
dent,  he  learned  that  a  key  religious  leader  and 
confidant  of  Khomeini,  Hashemi  Rafsanjani, 
was  sending  a  secret  emissary  to  the  United 
States  to  seek  a  more  lucrative  settlement  in 
the  hostage  dispute  than  what  was  then  being 
offered  by  the  Carter  Administration.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Bani-Sadr,  it  was  this  secret  emissary 
who  attended  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting. 

In  addition,  Bani-Sadr,  who  admitted  that 
most  of  his  information  was  second-hand, 
stated  that,  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting, 
Reagan  campaign  advisors  expressed  interest  in 
the  envoy’s  idea  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.  The  plan  was  allegedly  further  advanced 
in  later  meetings  between  the  Iranian  repre¬ 
sentative  and  other  senior  Reagan  advisors. 
“They  agreed  in  principle  that  the  hostages 
would  be  liberated  after  the  election,  and  that, 
if  elected,  Reagan  would  provide  significantly 
more  arms  than  Carter  was  offering,’’  Bani- 
Sadr  said.24 


Bani-Sadr  also  said  that  at  a  second  meeting 
held  in  Paris  approximately  two  weeks  before 
the  election,  a  deal  to  delay  the  release  of  the 
hostages  in  exchange  for  a  pledge  of  United 
States  military  supplies  was  finalized.  This 
meeting,  Bani-Sadr  said,  took  place  at  the 
Hotel  Raphael  and  involved  high-level  repre¬ 
sentatives  from  both  the  Reagan  campaign  and 
the  religious  wing  of  the  Iranian  government, 
as  well  as  a  number  of  middlemen. 

According  to  Bani-Sadr,  “There  were  three 
factions  present.  Representatives  of  the  Reagan 
campaign,  representatives  of  the  Ayatollah  Mo¬ 
hammed  Beheshti  and  Rafsanjani,  and  inde¬ 
pendent  arms  merchants  .  .  .  Cyrus  Hashemi, 
Manucher  Ghorbanifar,  and  Albert  Hakim.”25 
Bani-Sadr  said  vice  presidential  candidate 
George  Bush  represented  the  American  side  in 
these  final  talks. 

The  Playboy  article  also  attempted  to  confirm 
the  allegations  of  arms  transactions.  The  au¬ 
thors  contended  that  the  an  Argentine  plane 
that  crashed  en  route  from  Israel  to  Iran  was 
carrying  shipments  of  United  States  spare  parts 
for  Iran’s  fleet  of  M-48  tanks.  The  authors  also 
cited  comments  made  by  Secretary  of  State  Al¬ 
exander  Haig,  Israeli  Ambassador  Moshe  Arens 
and  Hushang  Lavi  to  bolster  the  claim  that  a 
significant  quantity  of  United  States  manufac¬ 
tured  arms  were  transported  from  Israel  to  Iran 
shortly  after  President  Reagan  took  office. 
These  arms  reportedly  represented  the  payoff 
for  Iran’s  decision  to  delay  the  release  of  the 
hostages. 

Barbara  Honegger:  In  April  1989,  Barbara 
Honegger’s  book,  October  Surprise ,  was  released, 
providing  a  comprehensive  exposition  of  her 
version  of  the  October  Surprise  theory.  In  her 
book,  Honegger  discussed  Richard  Brenneke’s 
claim  that  he  had  first-hand  knowledge  of  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey’s  attendance *at  the  Paris  meetings 
in  October  1980.  Brenneke’s  claim  was  the  first 
to  place  a  Reagan  campaign  official  in  the  al¬ 
leged  Paris  meetings.  Honegger  had  been  ac¬ 
tively  discussing  her  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions  for  several  months,  and  had  held  a  press 
conference  on  August  25,  1988  at  the  National 
Press  Club  to  discuss  the  Brenneke’s  state¬ 
ments.  Honegger  also  introduced  Brenneke  to 
Martin  Kilian,  another  investigative  reporter 
working  on  the  October  Surprise  story.26 

Martin  Kilian:  Martin  Kilian  published  a  story 
concerning  an  overview  of  the  October  Sur¬ 


prise  allegations  in  the  German  magazine  Der 
Spiegel  in  early  September  1988. 27  Kilian  relied, 
in  part,  upon  claims  made  by  Oswald  LeWinter 
supporting  the  alleged  October  Paris  meet¬ 
ings.28 

Gary  Sick:  The  October  Surprise  allegations 
received  additional  attention  and  gained  added 
credibility  following  the  publication  of  an  April 
15,  1991  New  York  Times  op-ed  article  by  Gary 
Sick,  a  former  National  Security  Council  staff 
member  for  Iranian  affairs  in  the  Carter  admin¬ 
istration.29  In  the  article.  Sick  summarized  the 
central  allegations  later  contained  and  com¬ 
mented  on  in  depth  in  his  book,  October  Surprise, 
which  was  published  in  November  1991. 

Sick’s  thesis  was  as  follows:  In  late  February 
or  early  March  1980,  Reagan’s  new  campaign 
manager,  William  Casey,  approached  Jamshid 
Hashemi,  the  brother  of  Iranian  arms  dealer 
Cyrus  Hashemi,  in  an  effort  to  recruit  them  for 
an  operation  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  until  after  the  November  4,  1980  presi¬ 
dential  election  and  thereby  prevent  President 
Carter  from  gaining  political  advantage  from  a 
hostage  release.  The  Hashemis,  according  to 
Jamshid,  said  they  were  willing  to  cooperate  in 
the  endeavor. 

Jamshid  Hashemi  claimed  that  he  and  his 
brother,  acting  upon  Casey’s  request,  arranged 
meetings  in  Madrid  in  late  July  and  August 
1980  between  Casey,  Jamshid  Hashemi,  Cyrus 
Hashemi,  and  a  representative  of  the  religious 
faction  in  Iran,  Mehdi  Karrubi.  Hashemi 
claimed  that  during  these  meetings,  Karrubi 
agreed  to  cooperate  with  the  Reagan  campaign 
by  delaying  the  hostage’s  release  in  return  for  a 
promise  from  Casey  that  the  Reagan  Adminis¬ 
tration  would  release  Iran’s  frozen  assets  and 
help  Tehran  acquire  military  spare  parts  after 
President  Reagan  took  office.  Hashemi  also 
claimed  that,  at  about  the  same  time,  Reagan 
campaign  operatives  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  Israel,  which  pledged  to  act  as  the  channel 
for  the  arms  deliveries  Casey  had  promised 
Iran. 

According  to  Sick,  the  deal  to  delay  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages  scenario  was  finalized  at  a 
meeting,  held  in  October  1980  in  Paris.  These 
meetings  allegedly  featured  three  key  compo¬ 
nents:  (1)  William  Casey  and  Mehdi  Karrubi 
were  key  participants;  (2)  Cyrus  Hashemi  at¬ 
tended  these  meetings;  (3)  the  Iranian  emissar- 
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ies  agreed  to  hold  the  hostages  until  after  the 
presidential  election  on  November  4;  and  (4) 
the  Israeli  officials  stated  that  their  country 
would  serve  as  a  conduit  for  arms  and  spare 
parts  transfers  to  Iran.  Sick  contended  that, 
shortly  after  the  hostages’  release,  “according 
to  Israeli  and  American  former  officials,  arms 
began  to  flow  to  Iran  in  substantial  quanti¬ 
ties.”  30 

Sick’s  thesis  relied  on  several  sources  from 
the  United  States,  Israel,  and  other  countries. 
Sick  himself  expressed  skepticism  about  the 
credibility  of  some  of  the  sources,  acknowledg¬ 
ing  that  he  had  found  no  “smoking  gun,’’  and 
that  there  is  “the  possibility  of  an  elaborate  dis¬ 
information  campaign.”  31 

PBS  Frontline:  The  Public  Broadcasting  Serv¬ 
ice’s  Frontline  documentary  series  broadcast  two 
programs  examining  the  October  Surprise 
theory.32  Frontline  reporter  Robert  Parry,  pur¬ 
sued  the  allegations  for  a  number  of  years,  first 
as  a  correspondent  for  Newsweek  and  later  for 
Frontline  .33 

The  first  Frontline  program  aired  on  April  16, 
1991,  and  presented  allegations  concerning:  (1) 
whether  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  Reagan  campaign 
manager  William  Casey  tried  to  reach  a  deal  in 
Madrid  to  delay  the  hostages’  release  from 
Iran;  (2)  whether  a  Paris  meeting  to  finalize  the 
hostage  deal  occurred;  and  (3)  whether  alleged 
shipments  of  American-made  arms  from  Israel 
to  Iran  occurred. 

Frontline  quoted  a  variety  of  sources  allegedly 
confirming  the  Madrid  meetings,  including  the 
principal  source,  Jamshid  Hashemi,  Cyrus’ 
brother.  Jamshid  Hashemi  said  that  he  first  put 
Casey  in  touch  with  his  brother  in  March  1980, 
and  then  helped  arrange  a  meeting  between 
Casey  and  an  Iranian  cleric,  Mehdi  Karrubi,  in 
Madrid  in  July  1980.  Jamshid  said  that  Casey 
offered  a  “blunt”  proposal  of  United  States 
arms  and  the  release  of  Iran’s  frozen  assets  if 
Iran  would  hold  the  hostages  until  after  the 
presidential  election.34 

Jamshid  Hashemi  also  claimed  that  several 
weeks  later,  in  August  1980,  Karrubi  and  Casey 
met  again  in  Madrid  to  finalize  the  October 
Surprise  deal.  Jamshid  claimed  to  have  wit¬ 
nessed  this  meeting,  at  which  “[Ayatollah]  Kar¬ 
rubi  expressed  acceptance  .  .  .  The  hostages 
would  be  released  after  Carter’s  defeat.”  35 

Frontline  stated  that  Jamshid  Hashemi’s  ac¬ 
count  was  corroborated  by  two  other  individ¬ 


uals:  Arif  Durrani,  an  arms  dealer;  and  self-pro- 
claimed  Israeli  intelligence  officer  Ari  Ben- 
Menashe. 

Frontline  also  investigated  the  allegations  of 
Paris  meetings  in  October  1980,  and  reported 
that  former  Iranian  President  Bani-Sadr  was 
the  first  to  allege  that  a  Paris  meeting  took 
place.  An  arms  dealer  with  close  ties  to  French 
intelligence,  Nicholas  Ignatiew,  said  on  the  pro¬ 
gram  that  he  “is  convinced”  the  meetings  oc¬ 
curred  sometime  between  October  19  and  Oc¬ 
tober  22. 36  Frontline  also  interviewed  Richard 
Brenneke,  who  asserted  that  he  attended  one 
of  the  meetings  in  question,  though  the  pro¬ 
gram  questioned  his  credibility.”  37  Frontline 
also  quoted  arms  dealer  Hushang  Lavi  as 
saying  that  he  accompanied  Cyrus  Hashemi  to 
Paris,  but  that  he  “did  not  interfere  in  any  of 
those  meetings.”  38  Finally,  Frontline  interviewed 
an  American  arms  merchant,  William  Herr¬ 
mann,  who  said  that  he  learned  of  the  Paris 
meetings  from  an  Iranian  arms  procurer  named 
Hamid  Naqashan. 

The  final  segment  of  the  Frontline  program 
dealt  with  the  question  of  shipments  of  United 
States  military  parts  from  Israel  to  Iran.  Front¬ 
line  reported  that  arms  did  flow  from  Israel  to 
Iran.  Nicholas  Veliotis,  an  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  the  Middle  East  in  the  early  1980’s, 
stated  on  the  program  that  he  knew  of  the 
secret  arms  transactions  as  early  as  February, 
1981. 39  Referring  to  the  State  Department’s 
discovery  that  an  Argentine  plane  filled  with 
American  materiel  had  crashed  while  on  its  way 
from  Israel  to  Iran,  Veliotis  said,  “It  was  clear 
to  me,  after  my  conversations  with  people  on 
high,  that  indeed  we  had  agreed  that  the  Israe¬ 
lis  could  transship  to  Iran  some  American- 
origin  military  equipment.”  40 

Frontline  also  obtained  then-classified  Iran- 
contra  testimony  of  David  Satterfield,  who  in 
the  early  1980’s  had  been  an  officer  on  the 
State  Department’s  Israel  desk.  Satterfield  had 
testified  that  then-Secretary  of  State  Alexander 
Haig  tacitly  approved  of  the  Israeli  arms  trans¬ 
fers.41 

Frontline  also  quoted  Houshang  Lavi,  who 
said  he  was  part  of  the  arms  network  and  that 
Iranian  officials  personally  visited  NATO  bases 
in  Europe  to  compile  a  shopping  list  of  Ameri¬ 
can  military  equipment  and  that  those  arms 
were  then  shipped  from  Belgium  to  Iran.42 


The  second  Frontline  show,  which  aired  one 
year  later,  reviewed  allegations  concerning:  (1) 
the  whereabouts  of  William  Casey;  (2)  the 
whereabouts  of  the  Iranian  envoy,  Ayatollah 
Mehdi  Karrubi;  (3)  the  credibility  of  certain  key 
witnesses  to  the  alleged  meetings;  and  (4)  other 
theories  about  the  alleged  evidence. 

Frontline  reporters  attempted  to  document 
Casey’s  location  for  three  time  periods  in  1980: 
July  24-29,  August  8-12,  and  mid-October. 
Drawing  upon  records  obtained  from  Casey’s 
secretary,  Barbara  Hayward,  of  a  World  War  II 
conference  in  London  which  Casey  attended, 
and  the  testimony  of  an  American  professor 
who  also  attended  the  conference,  Frontline  al¬ 
leged  that  Casey’s  whereabouts  were  in  ques¬ 
tion  for  a  three-and-a-half  day  gap  from  July 
25,  1980  until  4:00  p.m.,  July  28,  1 980. 43  Front¬ 
line  offered  no  proof  that  Casey  may  have  been 
in  Madrid  at  the  time  of  his  alleged  absence 
from  the  London  conference.44 

Frontline  had  difficulty  establishing  Casey’s 
whereabouts  in  early  August,  and  stated  that 
scores  of  interviews,  both  on  and  off  the 
record,  with  Casey  campaign  co-workers, 
friends,  and  relatives,  did  not  establish  the  lo¬ 
cation  of  Casey  during  the  period  in  which 
Jamshid  Hashemi  alleges  the  second  Madrid 
meetings  took  place.  Frontline  also  stated  that 
Jamshid  Hashemi’s  claim  to  have  been  in 
Madrid  during  that  time  was  backed  up  by 
hotel  records. 

With  respect  to  the  mid-October  period. 
Frontline  reported  that  it  could  not  conclusively 
determine  Casey’s  whereabouts  on  October  19 
and  part  of  October  20,  “but  neither  did  we 
find  any  evidence  that  he  had  traveled  to  Paris 
over  the  weekend.45 

Frontline  also  interviewed  Mehdi  Karrubi,  who 
categorically  denied  being  part  of  the  an  arms- 
for-hostages  deal,  saying  “It’s  a  total  lie.  The 
amusing  part  is  that  I  have  never  been  to 
France  or  Spain.’’  46 

Frontline  also  stated  that  heavily-redacted  FBI 
wiretaps  of  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  telephone  conver¬ 
sations  precluded  a  determination  of  whether, 
as  some  had  alleged,  he  acted  as  a  double 
agent  for  both  the  Carter  Administration  and 
the  Reagan  campaign. 

Frontline  also  probed  the  allegation  that  then- 
vice  presidential  candidate  George  Bush  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  alleged  Paris  meeting.  The  pro¬ 
gram  offered  two  conflicting  statements  on  this 


allegation.  Ari  Ben-Menashe  said  that  Bush, 
along  with  himself,  was  in  Paris.  But  John 
McLean,  a  reporter  with  the  Chicago  Tribune , 
said  that  he  could  find  no  evidence  supporting 
the  rumor.47 

Finally,  Frontline  explored  alternate  interpre¬ 
tations  of  “the  body  of  circumstantial  evidence 
that  exists.’’  45  Noting  Ronald  Reagan’s  state¬ 
ment  on  a  Palm  Springs  golf  course  in  1991, 
Frontline  quoted  a  South  African  arms  dealer, 
Dirk  Stoffberg,  as  saying  that  Casey  asked  him 
personally  not  to  help  delay  the  hostages,  but 
to  aid  in  getting  them  out  as  soon  as  possible.49 
Frontline  concluded:  “However  the  evidence  is 
viewed,  there  seems  to  be  no  explanation  for 
the  mass  of  circumstantial  evidence  that  exists. 
The  overriding  truth  about  1980  may  be  that 
the  American  people  may  never  know  what 
happened.’’  50 

ABC  News  Nightline:  The  ABC  News  “Night- 
line’’  program  also  has  addressed  the  October 
Surprise  allegations.51  Nightline’s  first  program 
on  this  subject,  broadcast  on  April  15,  1991, 
featured  Gary  Sick,  former  Reagan  campaign 
foreign  policy  chief  advisor  Richard  Allen,  and 
Carter’s  former  State  Department  spokesman 
Hodding  Carter.52  This  broadcast  discussed  the 
allegations  in  broad  terms.  Nightline’s  second 
segment  on  the  October  Surprise,  broadcast  on 
June  20,  1991,  investigated  the  alleged  Madrid 
meetings  and  offered  some  “independent  docu¬ 
mentation’’  of  the  alleged  meetings.53  The 
broadcast  also  sought  to  determine  Casey’s 
whereabouts  during  various  periods  and  con¬ 
cluded  that  the  lack  of  documentation  on  Casey 
“simply  adds  more  fuel  to  the  allegation  that 
Mr.  Casey  could  indeed  have  been  participating 
in  negotiations  with  the  Iranians.’’  54 

Nightline  also  aired  an  interview  with  Jam¬ 
shid  Hashemi,  who  provided  a  detailed  account 
of  the  two  sets  of  alleged  meetings  in  Madrid, 
naming  alleged  participants,  relating  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  discussions,  and  recounting  the 
alleged  agreements  that  were  reached. 

Nightline  stated  that  it  corroborated  some  as¬ 
pects  of  Hashemi’s  story.  For  example.  Night- 
line  stated  that  both  Jamshid  Hashemi  and  his 
brother,  Cyrus,  were  in  Madrid  on  both  dates 
in  which  Jamshid  said  the  meetings  occurred. 
Nightline  could  not  precisely  place  William 
Casey  during  the  dates  in  question.  Nightline 
also  received  an  official  Iranian  reply  to  the  al- 
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legations,  which  Koppel  characterized  as  not  an 
absolute  disavowal  of  Iran’s  participation  in  an 
October  Surprise  deal.55 

In  a  program  aired  approximately  one  week 
later.  Nightline  claimed  to  have  discovered  ad¬ 
ditional  information  regarding  Casey’s  where¬ 
abouts  in  late  July  1980. 56  Nightline  stated  that 
Casey  had  attended  a  conference  at  the  Imperi¬ 
al  War  Museum  in  London,  thus  eliminating 
two  dates  on  which  Casey  could  have  been  in 
Madrid:  late  on  July  28  and  the  morning  of  July 
29.  Nightline  pointed  out,  however,  that 
Casey’s  presence  at  the  conference  during  the 
day  of  July  27  and  the  morning  of  July  28 
could  not  be  confirmed. 

Village  Voice:  Village  Voice  writers  have  reported 
on  the  October  Surprise  story  since  1991,  in¬ 
cluding  three  articles  by  Frank  Snepp.  An  arti¬ 
cle  on  September  10,  1991,  provided  informa¬ 
tion  to  disprove  Richard  Brenneke’s  claims  that 
he  was  an  eyewitness  to  the  alleged  October 
1980  meetings  in  Paris.57  This  story  relied  on 
signed  credit  card  receipts  and  personal  diaries 
obtained  through  a  former  business  associate 
of  Brenneke  to  determine  that  Brenneke  could 
not  have  attended  the  alleged  Paris  meetings  in 
October  1980,  in  which  Brenneke  claimed  to 
have  participated.58  During  the  October  18-22, 
1980  period,  Snepp  placed  Brenneke  not  in 
Paris,  but  at  various  locales  in  and  around 
his  home  in  Portland,  Oregon.59 

Another  article  written  by  Snepp  drew  upon 
the  redacted  FBI  surveillance  records  to  dis¬ 
prove  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  claim  that  he  was  the 
broker  of  the  Reagan  campaign-Iran  deal.80  A 
third  article  written  by  Snepp  claimed  that  the 
October  Surprise  hypothesis  is  the  product  of 
an  exchange  of  stories  and  second-hand  re¬ 
ports  among  a  group  of  journalists,  self-de¬ 
scribed  intelligence  operatives,  and  arms  deal¬ 
ers.61 

Esquire:  In  an  article  published  in  October 
1980,  Craig  Unger  reported  allegations  similar 
to  those  of  Gary  Sick.62  Like  Sick,  Unger 
claimed  that  negotiations  occurred  in  Madrid  in 
the  summer  of  1980,  and  later  in  Paris,  where  a 
deal  was  allegedly  sealed.  Unger  provided  addi¬ 
tional  details  on  these  alleged  meetings,  ob¬ 
tained  primarily  from  interviews  with  Ari  Ben- 
Menashe;  Richard  Babayan,  who  Unger  de¬ 
scribed  as  an  Iranian  who  began  working  for 
the  CIA  in  the  1970’s;  and  from  accounts  given 


by  lamshid  Hashemi  to  Gary  Sick  and 
ABC-TV. 

Unger  also  alleged  additional  meetings, 
based  on  statements  by  Ben-Menashe.  Unger 
wrote  that  “the  earliest  stages  of  the  crisis’’ 
began  with  a  meeting  in  Georgetown  in  late 
1979  in  which  Ben-Menashe,  retired  CIA  offi- 
cer  Miles  Copeland,  and  others  discussed  how 
to  arm  Iran  to  counter  the  Iraqi  threat.63  Ben- 
Menashe  also  said  that  in  February  1980, 
Robert  McFarlane,  who  at  the  time  was  an  aide 
to  Senator  John  Tower,  and  Earl  Brian  met 
high-level  Iranian  officials  in  Tehran.64  These 
meetings,  according  to  Unger,  paved  the  way 
for  the  later  meetings  in  Madrid  and  Paris.65 

Unger  also  addressed  the  alleged  arms  ship¬ 
ments  which  allegedly  constituted  the  payoff 
for  the  October  Surprise  deal,  and  relied  on 
Babayan’s  claims  that  he  knew  that  an  agree¬ 
ment  among  the  parties  to  ship  United  States- 
made  weapons  to  Iran  had  been  made.66 

New  Republic:  Steven  Emerson  and  Jesse 
Furman  wrote  a  November  3,  1991  article  in 
The  New  Republic  that  found  that  the  “conspira¬ 
cy  as  currently  postulated  is  a  total  fabrication 
and  that  none  of  the  evidence  cited  to  support 
the  October  Surprise  stood  up  to  scrutiny.’*  67 
Emerson  and  Furman  traced  the  evolution  of 
the  October  Surprise  conspiracy  as  it  emerged 
in  the  media  in  1987  and  blossomed  into  a  full¬ 
blown  conspiracy  theory  by  1991. 68  In  their  in¬ 
vestigation,  Emerson  and  Furman  examined  the 
statements  and  backgrounds  of  key  October 
Surprise  “sources,*’  including  Richard  Bren¬ 
neke,  Barbara  Honegger,  Abol  Hassan  Bani- 
Sadr,  Heinrich  Rupp,  Ari  Ben-Menashe,  Hu- 
shang  Lavi,  and  Jamshid  and  Cyrus  Hashemi.69 

Emerson  and  Furman  wrote  that  Brenneke 
first  emerged  as  a  press  source  in  late  1986, 
claiming  inside  knowledge  about  undisclosed 
covert  operations  relating  to  the  Iran-contra 
affair.  Although  he  made  numerous  unsubstan¬ 
tiated  allegations,  Brenneke  “quickly  discov¬ 
ered  that  is  was  possible  to  get  away  with  any 
allegation  in  the  national  security  arena:  if  an 
intelligence  agency,  already  suspect  in  the  pub¬ 
lic’s  mind,  denied  something,  that  merely  rein¬ 
forced  the  authenticity  of  the  charges.’’  70  Em¬ 
erson  and  Furman  suggest  that  Brenneke  did 
not  say  anything  about  the  October  Surprise 
conspiracy  until  he  met  Barbara  Honegger  in 
August  1988. 71  After  that  meeting,  Brenneke 


emerged  as  the  primary  October  Surprise 
source  in  the  United  States.72 

Emerson  and  Furman  also  obtained  redacted 
Secret  Service  records  and  contemporaneous 
news  accounts  which  indicated  George  Bush’s 
location  on  October  15  through  October  20, 
1980.  These  records  suggested,  according  to 
Emerson  and  Furman,  that  Bush  could  not 
have  been  in  Paris  during  this  time  period,  as 
Brenneke  had  alleged.73 

Emerson  and  Furman  reviewed  Ari  Ben-Men- 
ashe’s  statements  and  found  that,  like  Richard 
Brenneke,  Ben-Menashe  fabricated  his  allega¬ 
tions,  often  drawing  upon  things  he  read  in  the 
newspaper.74  Emerson  and  Furman  also  exam¬ 
ined  Ben-Menashe’s  military  personnel  records, 
which  showed  that  he  served  as  a  low-level 
translator,  not  as  an  intelligence  operative, 
from  1977  to  1987. 

Emerson  and  Furman  also  addressed  Cyrus 
and  Jamshid  Hashemi.  Using  court  records  and 
transcripts  of  FBI  surveillance  records  from 
1980,  the  authors  wrote  that  neither  Hashemi 
was  involved  in  any  secret  meeting  in  October 
1980  in  Paris  and  that  neither  man  was  in¬ 
volved  in  any  campaign-directed  conspiracy  to 
sell  arms  to  Iran  in  exchange  for  release  of  the 
hostages.75 

Newsweek:  The  November  11,  1991  issue  of 
Newsweek  carried  an  article  by  John  Barry  ad¬ 
dressing  the  October  Surprise  allegations, 
which  he  called  “a  conspiracy  theory  run 
wild”.76  Barry  sought  to  discredit  four  of  the 
major  sources  behind  the  October  Surprise 
tale:  Barbara  Honegger,  Richard  Brenneke,  Ari 
Ben-Menashe,  and  Jamshid  Hashemi.  Barry 
also  concluded  that  two  key  events  at  the 
center  of  the  controversy — alleged  meetings  be¬ 
tween  Reagan  campaign  operatives  and  Iranian 
representatives  in  July  1980  in  Madrid,  and  in 
October  1980  in  Paris — could  not  be  con¬ 
firmed. 

With  respect  to  the  first  alleged  meeting  in 
July  1980  in  Madrid,  Barry  argued  that  a  key  al¬ 
leged  participant,  William  Casey,  could  not 
have  attended  because  he  was  in  London  for  a 
World  War  II  conference.  According  to  Barry, 
attendance  records  from  the  conference,  as  well 
as  records  from  the  places  where  Casey  ate  and 
slept,  conclusively  demonstrated  that  he  was  in 
London  for  the  period  in  question. 

Barry  also  concluded  that  a  Paris  meeting  did 
not  occur  because  the  two  principal  sources 


who  made  this  allegation  offered  conflicting 
and  unprovable  versions  of  the  alleged  event. 
Barry  wrote  that  the  “vast  discrepancies  be¬ 
tween  Ben-Menashe’s  account  and  Brenneke’s 
account  show,  at  the  very  least,  that  one  of  the 
two  men  are  lying.  But  the  weight  of  the  evi¬ 
dence  suggests  that  both  versions  are  false.”  77 

Finally,  Barry  criticized  “two  broad-brush  as¬ 
sumptions”  of  the  October  Surprise  theory — 
first,  that  the  Reagan  Administration  sent  large 
quantities  of  arms  to  Iran  as  the  payoff  for 
Tehran’s  willingness  to  keep  the  hostages  until 
after  the  election;  and  second,  the  “pivotal 
notion”  that  promising  behind-the-scenes  ne¬ 
gotiations  between  the  Carter  Administration 
and  Iran  in  October,  1980  were  inexplicably 
broken  off  by  Iran.78 

On  the  arms  shipments,  Barry  stated  “there 
is  oddly  little  evidence  of  any  substantial  weap¬ 
ons  ‘payoff  to  Iran”  between  1980  and  1983. 79 
He  said  that  the  only  verified  arms  shipment 
involved  a  $50  million  spare  parts  transaction 
between  Israel  and  Iran  in  the  spring  of  1980. 80 
This  shipment,  Barry  argued,  would  be  “chick¬ 
en  feed  for  swinging  the  United  States  presi¬ 
dential  election.”  81  Barry  also  offered  an  his¬ 
toric  explanation  for  the  breakdown  in  negotia¬ 
tions  between  the  Carter  Administration  and 
Iran,  stating  that  it  could  be  attributed  to  the 
outbreak  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war  in  late  September 
and  the  Iranian  leaders’  intense  hatred  for 
then-President  Carter. 82 

Los  Angeles  Times:  In  an  unpublished  letter  to 
the  New  York  Times  in  late  January  1992,  which 
was  referred  to  in  a  Los  Angeles  Times  article  in 
January  1992,  Warren  Christopher  wrote: 
“While  not  having  reached  a  conclusion  on  the 
ultimate  issue,  I  believe  that  there  are  enough 
suspicious  circumstances  to  warrant  a  full  and 
fair  bipartisan  investigation  by  the  Con¬ 
gress.”  83 

Hostages  Join  in  Call  for  an  Investigation:  Follow¬ 
ing  these  news  accounts,  many  of  the  Ameri¬ 
cans  held  hostage  for  444  days  in  Iran  called 
for  an  inquiry  into  the  serious  allegations  that 
their  release  was  delayed  by  Republicans  for 
political  purposes  during  the  1980  Presidential 
campaign.  Open  letters  were  sent  to  Congress 
on  June  13,  1991  and  on  January  29,  1992  call¬ 
ing  for  an  official  investigation.84 

Because  the  hostages  had  a  legitimate  and 
abiding  interest  in  the  allegations  which  drasti- 
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cally  affected  their  lives,  the  Task  Force  inter¬ 
viewed  several  of  those  who  signed  the  letters 
during  the  course  of  its  inquiry.  U.S.  Charge 
d’Affairs  in  Iran  at  the  time,  Bruce  Laingen, 
held  at  the  Foreign  Ministry  Building  in 
Tehran,  and  Moorehead  Kennedy,  the  Eco¬ 
nomics  Officer  held  at  the  U.S.  embassy  com¬ 
pound,  offered  insightful  comments  and  obser¬ 
vations  given  their  limited  capacity  to  observe 
events  in  Iran.  Laingen  and  Kennedy  have  writ¬ 
ten  books  on  their  experiences  as  hostages  in 
Iran,  and  their  written  works  were  also  useful 
in  developing  understanding  of  events  in  Iran 
at  the  time  from  the  hostages  perspective. 85 
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VII.  Alleged  Contacts  Between  1980 
Reagen  Campaign  Officials  and 
Representatives  of  the  Iranian  Government 


H.  Res.  258,  Section  1(a):  Communi¬ 
cations  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  1980 
Reagan  Presidential  Campaign,  or  in¬ 
dividuals  representing  or  associated 
with  that  campaign,  with  any  person  or 
persons  representing  or  associated 
with  the  Iranian  Government  or  those 
persons  with  Iran  holding  Americans 
as  Hostages  during  1979  and  1980. 

A.  Introduction 


Paramount  among  the  allegations  that  the 
Task  Force  investigated  are  the  allegations  that 
representatives  of  the  Reagan  Presidential  cam¬ 
paign  met  with  representatives  of  the  Iranian 
government  during  the  summer  and  fall  of 
1980  in  order  to  delay  the  release  of  Americans 
being  held  hostage  in  Iran. 

Certain  of  these  allegations  may  fairly  be 
characterized  as  “principle  allegations. ”  Those 
allegations  concern  meetings  which  supposedly 
took  place  in  Madrid  during  the  summer  of 
1980;  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  Hotel  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  in  the  early  fall;  and  in  Paris  in  Octo¬ 
ber  1980.  Other  alleged  meetings  or  contacts 
of  lesser  importance  and  may  therefore  be 
characterized  as  “ancillary  allegations.”  The 
latter  allegations  relate  primarily  to  meetings  or 
encounters  that  reportedly  took  place  at  the 
Mayflower  Hotel  in  Washington,  D.C.  in  the 
early  spring  of  1980;  at  the  Churchill  Hotel  in 
London  during  the  summer  of  1980;  and  at  the 
Sherry  Netherlands  Hotel  in  New  York  in  Janu¬ 
ary  1981. 1 


B.  Meetings  in  Madrid 
During  the  Summer  of  1980 


1.  The  Allegations 

Of  the  principle  allegations  of  contact  be¬ 
tween  the  Reagan  campaign  and  the  Iranian 
government,  the  meetings  in  Madrid  occur  first 
in  chronological  order.  In  essence,  these  allega¬ 
tions  hold  that  during  the  summer  of  1980, 
William  Casey  and  other  Americans  met  on 
several  occasions  in  Madrid  with  Cyrus  and 
Jamshid  Hashemi  and  with  two  Iranian  officials 
sent  at  the  direction  of  the  Khomeini  regime, 
and  that  a  deal  was  struck  to  delay  the  release 
of  Americans  being  held  hostage  in  Iran. 

Although  other  individuals  claim  to  have 
knowledge  about  the  Madrid  meetings— or  are 
alleged  by  others  to  have  knowledge  of  the 
meetings — it  is  Jamshid  Hashemi  who  is  the 
principal  source  of  these  allegations,  and  it  is 
Jamshid’s  account  which  merits  the  greatest 
focus.2  Jamshid  is  the  only  living  person  who 
claims  to  be  an  eyewitness  to  the  alleged 
events,  and  he  is  the  first  individual  known  to 
have  made  allegations  about  meetings  in 
Madrid.3 

In  their  original  form,  Jamshid’s  allegations 
are  that  meetings  took  place  at  the  Hotel  Ritz 
in  Madrid  in  July  1980  between  Americans  and 
representatives  of  the  government  of  revolu¬ 
tionary  Iran.4  The  American  delegation  consist¬ 
ed  of  William  Casey,  Donald  Gregg,  and  one 
other  unidentified  man.  The  Iranian  delegation 
consisted  of  Mehdi  Karrubi  and  his  brother 
Hassan  Karrubi.  Cyrus  and  Jamshid  Hashemi 


also  attended  the  meetings,  providing  transla¬ 
tion  services  to  the  American  and  Iranian  dele¬ 
gations. 

Jamshid  Hashemi  had  arrived  in  Madrid  a 
few  days  before  the  meetings  began.  Upon  his 
arrival,  he  and  Hassan  Karrubi  registered  at  the 
Plaza  Hotel  under  false  names.  Mehdi  Karrubi 
stayed  at  the  residence  of  the  Iranian  Ambassa¬ 
dor  to  Spain,5  while  Cyrus  Hashemi  took  a 
lavish  suite  at  the  Hotel  Ritz. 

According  to  Jamshid,  the  American  and  Ira¬ 
nian  delegations  held  meetings  on  two  consec¬ 
utive  days.6  The  first  meeting  took  place  in 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  suite  at  the  Ritz.  Mehdi  Kar¬ 
rubi  opened  the  meeting  by  criticizing  U.S. 
policy  toward  Iran.  When  Karrubi  finished, 
Casey  spoke  about  the  history  of  U.S. -Iranian 
relations.  As  alleged,  the  theme  of  Casey’s 
presentation  was  that  relations  between  Iran 
and  the  United  States  were  good  when  Repub¬ 
licans  were  in  control  of  the  White  House,  and 
poor  when  Democrats  were  in  control.  Casey 
allegedly  added  that  Ronald  Reagan  was  going 
to  win  the  upcoming  presidential  election,  and 
that,  if  the  hostages  were  released,  the  new 
Reagan  Administration  would  return  all  of 
Iran’s  frozen  financial  assets  as  well  as  military 
equipment  that  had  been  purchased  by  the 
Shah’s  government  but  withheld  by  the  Carter 
Administration  after  the  hostages  were  taken. 
After  approximately  three  hours,  the  meeting 
adjourned  for  lunch,  with  an  agreement  to 
meet  again. 

The  next  day,  the  two  delegations  recon¬ 
vened.  Mehdi  Karrubi  began  the  meeting  by 
asking  Casey  about  the  purpose  of  these  meet¬ 
ings.  In  particular,  Karrubi  wanted  to  know 
what  Casey  was  authorized  to  say  about  the  re¬ 
lease  of  Iran’s  frozen  assets.  Karrubi  acknowl¬ 
edged  that  it  might  be  difficult  for  the  Republi¬ 
cans  to  arrange  the  release  of  Iran’s  military 
equipment  since  they  were  not  yet  in  power, 
but  he  inquired  whether  arms  shipments  might 
be  arranged  through  a  third  country. 

According  to  the  allegations,  Casey  respond¬ 
ed  by  asking  if  Iran  was  ready  to  deal  with  the 
Republicans,  whether  Karrubi  had  authority  to 
conclude  a  deal  on  behalf  of  Khomeini,  and 
whether  he  could  give  assurances  that  the  hos¬ 
tages  would  be  well  treated.  In  addition — as  de¬ 
scribed  by  Jamshid  himself  on  a  broadcast  of 
ABC  News  Nightline — “Casey  said  the  Iranians 
should  hold  the  hostages  until  after  the  elec¬ 


tion  .  .  .  and  the  newr  Reagan  administration 
would  feel  favorably  towards  Iran,  releasing 
military  equipment  and  the  frozen  Iranian 
assets.’’  7  Mehdi  Karrubi  allegedly  replied  that 
he  had  no  authority  to  make  this  kind  of  a  com¬ 
mitment  and  would  have  to  return  to  Tehran 
to  seek  instructions  from  Ayatollah  Khomeini. 
The  parties  understood  that  Karrubi  would  fly 
back  to  Iran,  report  on  the  meetings  with 
Casey,  and  reestablish  contact  at  a  later  date. 

At  this  point  in  the  story,  there  is  a  signifi¬ 
cant  divergence  between  what  Jamshid  told 
Gary  Sick  and  the  sworn  testimony  that  Jam¬ 
shid  gave  to  the  Task  Force.  According  to  the 
version  given  to  Sick,  Jamshid  was  contacted  by 
Mehdi  Karrubi  several  days  after  the  meetings 
in  Madrid  had  ended.  At  that  time,  Karrubi 
told  Jamshid  that  he  wanted  to  meet  again  with 
Casey  in  Madrid.  Jamshid,  in  turn,  contacted 
Cyrus,  who  passed  the  message  to  Casey.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  a  second  round  of  meetings  was 
scheduled  for  the  second  week  in  August.  On 
about  August  12,  1980,  the  same  group  that 
had  attended  the  late  July  meetings  reconvened 
at  the  Hotel  Ritz  in  Madrid  for  another  two-day 
round  of  meetings.8 

According  to  Jamshid’s  sworn  testimony,  as 
much  as  seventeen  days  elapsed  between  the 
first  and  second  sets  of  meetings  in  Madrid: 

Counsel:  “Let  me  make  sure  I  un¬ 
derstand  something  here.  You  have  a 
meeting  in  Madrid.’* 

Mr.  Khan:  9  “Yes.” 

Counsel:  “And  a  couple  of  weeks  go 
by.’’ 

Mr.  Khan:  “Yes.” 

Counsel:  “And  then  your  brother, 
Cyrus,  asks  you  to  set  up  another 
meeting.’’ 

Mr.  Khan:  “Not  to  set  up  another 
meeting,  to  find  out  whether  what  Mr. 
Casey  had  asked  Mr.  Karrubi  has 
reached  a  point  where  there  could  be 
another  meeting,  whether  there  was  a 
possibility  that  he  has  had  some  an¬ 
swers  from,  let’s  say,  Khomeini,  and 
we  could  have  another  meeting  in 
order  to  explain  what  Khomeini  says.’’ 
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Counsel:  “So  at  that  point  you  con¬ 
tact  Mr.  Karrubi.” 

Mr.  Khan:  “Haj  Hassan,  yes.” 

Counsel:  “How  long  after  that  dis¬ 
cussion  do  you  have  the  next  meet¬ 
ing?” 

Mr.  Khan:  “Probably  two  or  three 
days  thereafter.” 

Counsel:  “Two  or  three  days  later.” 

Mr.  Khan:  “That  is  right.  Nothing 
more,  because  they  were  ready.  They 
were  actually  expecting  the  call.” 

Counsel:  “And  that  was  in  Madrid, 
too?” 

Mr.  Khan:  “Yes.”  10 

As  for  the  content  of  the  discussions  between 
Casey  and  Mehdi  Karrubi,  Jamshid  told  Gary 
Sick  the  following: 

Karrubi  opened  the  meeting  by 
saying  that  Khomeini  had  approved 
Casey’s  proposal.  The  hostages  would 
be  removed  from  their  prisoner  status 
and  would  be  “treated  as  guests.”  The 
Islamic  Republic  of  Iran  .  .  .  would 
“go  through  the  protocol”  with  the 
Carter  administration,  but  the  hos¬ 
tages  would  only  be  freed  as  a  “ges¬ 
ture  of  goodwill”  to  the  U.S.  govern¬ 
ment  on  the  day  of  Reagan’s  inaugura¬ 
tion.  In  return  .  .  .  Iran  expected  that 
Casey  and  his  colleagues,  although  not 
currently  holding  government  office, 
would  help  the  Iranians  obtain  certain 
arms  and  ammunition  that  they 
needed.  Casey  replied  that  he  could 
not  promise,  but  he  said  he  had 
friends  and  he  would  try.  He  would 
give  Karrubi  an  answer  later. 11 

Casey  and  Karrubi  then  discussed  details  re¬ 
garding  how  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.12  Karrubi  told  Casey  that  if  he  did  not 
arrange  for  delivery  of  the  weapons  Iran 
needed,  the  hostages  would  not  be  freed.  Sub¬ 
sequently,  the  meeting  adjourned. 

On  the  following  day,  Casey  told  Karrubi 
that  Cyrus  Hashemi  would  be  introduced  to  a 
man  in  Madrid  who  would  help  Hashemi  to  re¬ 
ceive  and  execute  orders  for  military  equip¬ 


ment.  According  to  Jamshid,  this  man  turned 
out  to  be  an  Israeli  military  officer. 

Since  the  publication  of  the  accounts  on 
which  the  above  narrative  is  based,  Jamshid 
Hashemi  has  given  sworn  testimony  to  the 
Task  Force.  As  indicated  above,  certain  impor¬ 
tant  aspects  of  Jamshid’s  original  allegations 
have  changed,  such  as  when  Jamshid  asked 
Mehdi  Karrubi  to  come  out  of  Iran  for  the  first 
meeting  with  Casey,  how  much  time  elapsed 
between  the  first  and  second  rounds  of  meet¬ 
ings  in  Madrid,  whether  both  sets  of  meetings 
occurred  over  a  two-day  period,  and  whether 
Casey  proposed  that  Iran  delay  the  release  of 
the  hostages.  But  other  central  components  of 
the  story  have  remained  constant.  Specifically, 
Jamshid  has  continued  to  maintain  that  Cyrus 
Hashemi,  William  Casey,  and  Donald  Gregg  si¬ 
multaneously  attended  both  sets  of  meetings  in 
Madrid;  that  Jamshid  stayed  at  the  Plaza  Hotel 
while  in  Madrid  for  the  meetings;  that  the 
meetings  took  place  at  the  Ritz  Hotel;  and  that 
there  were  discussions  regarding  the  American 
hostages  in  Iran. 

2.  Evidence  Alleged  To  Support 
Jamshid  Hashemi’s  Story 

Evidence  alleged  to  support  Jamshid  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  charges  about  meetings  in  Madrid  falls 
within  three  categories:  (1)  records  from  the 
Plaza  Hotel,  where  Jamshid  and  Hassan  Kar¬ 
rubi  allegedly  stayed  when  the  meetings  took 
place;  (2)  documentary  and  testimonial  evi¬ 
dence  regarding  William  Casey’s  attendance  at 
a  conference  in  London  at  the  same  time  of  the 
alleged  meetings  in  Madrid;  and  (3)  supposed 
corroborating  testimony  by  five  individuals  with 
knowledge  of  the  Madrid  meetings. 

a.  Records  from  the  Plaza  Hotel 

The  Task  Force  obtained  original  records 
from  the  Plaza  Hotel  which  indicate  that  Jam¬ 
shid  Hashemi  may  have  been  a  guest  at  the 
hotel  during  July  and  August  1980. 13  These 
records,  which  are  compiled  and  maintained  by 
the  hotel  for  tax  purposes,  show  the  names  of 
individuals  registering  at  the  hotel  and  the  date 
of  check-in.14  The  Task  Force  also  obtained  re¬ 
liable  supplementary  information  from  a  reli¬ 
able  but  confidential  source  which  confirmed 
that  the  dates  shown  in  the  Plaza  Hotel  tax 


records  are  the  date  of  check-in  and,  in  addi¬ 
tion,  established  the  dates  of  check-out. 

Considered  as  a  whole,  the  information  from 
the  Plaza  Hotel  records  shows  the  following  ac¬ 
tivity  during  July  and  August  1980: 

July  23,  1980  Robert  Gray  Checks  in 
July  25,  1980  Robert  Gray  Checks  out 

Abdululi  Hashemi  Checks  in  15 
July  29,  1980  Abdululi  Hashemi  Checks  out 
July  30,  1980  Jamshid  Khalaj  Checks  in 
August  2,  1980  Jamshid  Khalaj  Checks  out 
August  8,  1980  Ali  Balanian  Checks  in 
August  11,  1980  Hasan  Mohamad  Checks  in 
August  12,  1980  Parsa  Jamshid  Checks  in  16 
August  13,  1980  Ali  Balanian  Checks  out 
Parsa  Jamshid  Checks  out 
At  his  deposition,  Jamshid  claimed  to  have 
had  an  independent  recollection  that  he  used 
the  names  “Abdula  Hashemi,”  “Jamshid 
Khalaj,”  and  “Jamshid  Parsa”  as  aliases  in 
1980. 17  He  also  testified  that  he  used  the  name 
“Mohamed  Balanian”  in  1980. 18 Jamshid  identi¬ 
fied  the  name  “Hassan  Mamoud”  as  an  alias 
used  by  Hassan  Karrubi.19 

It  is  uncertain  whether  Jamshid  Hashemi 
originally  claimed  that  the  two  sets  of  meetings 
in  Madrid  occurred  during  the  period  reflected 
in  the  Plaza  Hotel  records.  Gary  Sick,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  writes  that  Jamshid  “remembered  the 
meetings  being  in  July  and  August,  but  he  was 
unable  to  reconstruct  the  precise  dates.”  20  The 
uncertainty  regarding  the  dates  of  the  alleged 
meetings,  however,  while  not  eliminated,  has 
been  substantially  diminished  as  a  result  of 
sworn  testimony  given  by  Jamshid  to  the  Task 
Force. 

At  his  deposition,  Jamshid  claimed  to  have 
shown  copies  of  pages  from  the  Plaza  Hotel  tax 
records  on  which  the  names  shown  above 
appear.21  Jamshid  recalled  being  shown  similar 
information  from  Plaza  Hotel  records  by  ABC 
News  personnel  Tara  Sonenshine,  Ted  Koppel, 
and  Jeff  Greenfield,  who  were  then  working  on 
a  production  of  “Nightline”  regarding  the  “Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise”  allegations.22  Although  Jamshid 
distinguished  the  format  of  the  information 
shown  to  him  by  ABC  from  the  Plaza  Hotel  tax 
records  shown  to  him  by  the  Task  Force,  he 
testified  that  “the  list  which  Mr.  Ted  Koppel 
gave  me  coincided  with  the  dates  that  I  have 
been  [to  Madrid].”  23  The  following  exchange 
between  counsel  and  Jamshid  then  took  place: 

COUNSEL:  “So  if  I  understand  you 


correctly,  ...  if  we  went  to  Ted  Kop¬ 
pel  and  his  associate,  Tara  Sonenshine, 
whatever,  and  we  got  the  hotel  records 
that  they  presented  to  you  and  which 
you  identified  as  the  dates  when  you 
are  in  Madrid — ” 

Mr.  KHAN:  “Yes.” 

COUNSEL:  “ — those  would  be  the 
dates  that  were  accurate?” 

Mr.  KHAN:  “Absolutely,  yes.  100 
percent.”  24 

In  sum,  information  from  records  of  the 
Plaza  Hotel  could  be  construed  to  corroborate 
Jamshid  Hashemi’s  assertion  that  he  was  in 
Madrid  in  July  and  August  1980.  Equally  im¬ 
portant,  as  discussed  above,  Jamshid  testified 
that  the  meetings  which  allegedly  took  place  in 
Madrid  between  William  Casey,  the  Hashemi 
brothers,  and  the  Karrubi  brothers  occurred 
during  the  period  encompassed  by  the  hotel 
records  on  which  his  alias  names  appear.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  this  testimony,  the  two  sets  of  al¬ 
leged  meetings  occurred  within  the  period  of 
July  25-August  13,  the  first  and  last  times  that 
names  recognized  by  Jamshid  appear  in  the 
hotel  records.25 

Further,  it  must  be  remembered  that  Jamshid 
has  alleged  that  the  first  set  of  meetings  took 
place  in  late  July,  that  the  second  set  of  meet¬ 
ings  occurred  in  August,  and  that  the  two  sets 
of  meetings  were  approximately  two  weeks 
apart.26  Thus,  using  the  same  analysis,  the 
hotel  records  indicate  that  the  first  meetings 
would  have  occurred  during  the  period  of  July 
25-29,  and  that  the  second  set  of  meetings 
would  have  occurred  during  the  period  of 
August  8- 13. 27 

b.  Casey’s  Attendance  at  London  Conference 

During  the  last  week  of  July  1980,  William 
Casey  attended  a  conference  in  London  on  the 
Second  World  War,  at  which  he  presented  a 
paper  on  intelligence  operations  during  the 
war.28  The  conference  began  on  July  28  and 
concluded  on  July  31. 29 

Prior  to  the  Task  Force’s  investigation,  cer¬ 
tain  portions  of  Casey’s  whereabouts  during 
the  three-day  period  before  the  conference 
began  could  not  be  established.  In  addition, 
Casey  could  not  be  located  for  certain  periods 
of  time  during  the  conference.  These  factors, 
combined  with  the  fact  that  the  dates  of  the 
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conference  coincide  with  the  alleged  meeting  in 
Madrid  in  late  July,  generated  great  speculation 
that  Casey  used  the  London  conference  as  a 
cover  to  attend  meetings  in  Madrid.30  Indeed, 
the  discovery  of  Casey’s  attendance  at  the  con¬ 
ference  was  widely  regarded  as  a  major  break¬ 
through  which  put  Casey  in  Europe  at  a  time 
when,  in  theory,  he  could  have  attended  the  al¬ 
leged  meetings. 

c.  Corroborating  Testimony 

According  to  one  published  account,  Jam- 
shid’s  allegations  regarding  the  Madrid  meet¬ 
ings  have  been  corroborated  by  five  individ¬ 
uals:  (1)  Ahmed  Madani;  (2)  Arif  Durrani;  (3) 
Heinrich  Rupp;  (4)  Ari  Ben-Menashe;  and  (5) 
Richard  Babayan.  These  individuals  reportedly 
“have  independently  confirmed  that  these 
meetings  took  place  and  that  Jamshid  Hashe- 
mi’s  account  with  respect  to  the  content  of  the 
Casey-Karrubi  talks  is  substantially  accurate 
.  .  .”  31  A  sixth  person,  Hushang  Aryanpour, 
testified  that  Jamshid  informed  him  on  two  sep¬ 
arate  occasions  that  meetings  had  occurred  in 
Madrid  in  1980. 32 

(i)  Admiral  Ahmed  Madani 

A  former  Iranian  Minister  of  Defense  and 
candidate  for  the  presidency  in  Iran,  Madani 
has  known  Cyrus  and  Jamshid  Hashemi  since 
childhood  and  was  in  contact  with  them  during 
1980. 33  Madani  allegedly  told  Gary  Sick  that  he 
“was  aware  of  the  Hashemis’  contacts  with  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey  starting  in  early  1980  and  of  the 
Madrid  meetings.”  34 

( u )  Arif  Durrani 

A  Pakistani-bom  arms  dealer,  Durrani  told 
journalists  Robert  Parry  and  Robert  Ross  that 
he  was  informed  of  the  meetings  in  Madrid  by 
Mohsen  Rafiqdust,  the  head  of  Iran’s  Revolu¬ 
tionary  Guard.35  In  an  on-camera  interview, 
Durrani  has  also  claimed  that  he  was  informed 
by  Rafiqdust  and  Mohsen  Reza'i  “and  the  Rev¬ 
olutionary  Guard  officials”  that  Mehdi  Karrubi 
had  meetings  with  William  Casey  in  Spain.36 

(iii)  Heinrich  Rupp 

Rupp,  a  self-professed  former  pilot  for  the 
CIA,  reportedly  told  Robert  Parry  and  Robert 
Ross  that  “he  was  involved  in  several  flights  to 
Spain  in  the  summer  of  1980,  two  of  which 


were  to  Madrid  for  secret  contacts  between 
Casey  and  the  Iranians.”  37 

(iv)  Ari  Ben-Menashe 

Ben-Menashe,  a  former  Israeli  intelligence 
officer,  told  Gary  Sick  that  he  has  “read  Israeli 
intelligence  reports  describing  these  meetings” 
and,  according  to  Sick,  “volunteered  significant 
details  that  independently  confirmed  [Jamshid] 
Hashemi’s  account.”  38 

Ben-Menashe  is  an  Israeli  citizen  who  was 
bom  in  Tehran,  Iran  on  December  4,  1951.  He 
left  Iran  at  the  age  of  14  for  Israel.39  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  stated  that  he  attended  the  American 
School  and  the  Bar  Ilan  Orthodox  University  of 
Israel,  graduating  in  1973.  On  May  6,  1974,  he 
joined  the  Israeli  Army.40  Ben-Menashe  stated 
that  he  received  full  infantry  basic  training  with 
the  Golan  Brigade.41  Thereafter,  he  indicated 
that  he  signed  a  two-year  contract  with  a  sig¬ 
nals  intelligence  unit  responsible  for  de-coding 
Iranian  messages.42  Ben-Menashe  claimed  to 
have  remained  with  this  unit  until  1977. 43 

Ben-Menashe  told  the  Task  Force  that  he 
was  court-martialled  for  refusing  an  order  to  be 
transferred  to  a  signal  intelligence  unit  in  Italy. 
He  said  that  he  received  a  fourteen-day  jail 
term  but  was  awaiting  a  full  pardon  two  days 
after  being  released  from  jail.44  Ben-Menashe 
testified  that  he  was  subsequently  recruited  by 
the  Israeli  secret  service  Mossad  and  the  inter¬ 
nal  security  service  Shin  Bet  but  decided  not  to 
work  with  either  of  them.45  Instead,  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  said  he  decided  to  join  the  External  Rela¬ 
tions  Department,  a  unit  of  Israeli  Military  In¬ 
telligence  which  handled  liaisons  with  foreign 
intelligence  services. 

In  his  duties  in  the  External  Relations  De¬ 
partment,  Ben-Menashe  said  that  he  dealt  with 
the  CIA  and  that  beginning  in  late  1977,  he 
began  traveling  to  Tehran.46  During  this  time, 
Ben-Menashe  testified  that  he  became  acquaint¬ 
ed  with  Mehdi  Kashani,  an  Iranian  who  alleged¬ 
ly  had  ties  to  Ayatollah  Khomeini.  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  said  that  he  also  had  contacts  with  Uri  Lu- 
brani,  the  Israeli  Ambassador  to  Iran  at  the 
time,  and  with  the  deputy  Israeli  military  atta¬ 
che  in  Tehran.47 

According  to  Ben-Menashe,  in  late  1979, 
David  Kimche,  then  a  top  oflicial  of  Mossad, 
asked  Ben-Menashe  to  accompany  Kimche  to 
the  United  States  to  provide  a  briefing  on  Iran. 


During  this  trip,  Ben-Menashe  allegedly  deliv¬ 
ered  this  briefing  at  a  private  home  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  where  he  met  Miles  Copeland,  a 
former  CIA  official  (now  deceased),  William 
Casey,  and  Robert  McFarlane.48  Ben-Menashe 
said  he  overheard  discussions  by  the  parties  on 
how  to  restore  the  hostage  crisis  and  how 
Israel  could  assist  in  normalizing  the  United 
States’  relations  with  Iran. 

Ben-Menashe  said  that  in  early  1980,  he  ar¬ 
ranged  a  meeting  between  Kashani  and  the  Di¬ 
rector  of  Israeli  military  intelligence,  General 
Yehoshua  Saguy.  From  April  to  August  1980, 
Ben-Menashe  allegedly  met  with  Kashani  and 
other  Iranians  in  Europe.  During  the  course  of 
these  meetings,  he  allegedly  learned  from  Ka¬ 
shani  that  Casey  had  met  with  Mehdi  Karrubi 
on  four  occasions  in  Spain. 

Ben-Menashe  testified  that  he  has  knowledge 
of  four  meetings  in  Spain  in  1980  between  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey  and  Mehdi  Karrubi,  although  he 
was  not  present  at  any  of  these  meetings.49  He 
claimed  that  he  learned  of  these  meetings  from 
Mehdi  Kashani  and  another  Iranian  by  the 
name  of  Khosro  Fakhrieh.50  According  to  Ben- 
Menashe,  the  first  three  meetings  took  place  in 
Madrid,  and  the  fourth  one  occurred  in  Barce¬ 
lona.51  The  first  meeting  allegedly  took  place  in 
February  or  March;  the  second  meeting  took 
place  in  April  or  May;  the  third  one  at  the  end 
of  July;  and  the  fourth  one  in  August  or  Sep¬ 
tember.52  Ari  Ben-Menashe  testified  that  the 
purpose  of  the  Americans  who  were  involved  in 
these  meetings  was  to  obtain  the  release  of  the 
hostages.53  The  Iranian  side’s  objective  was  to 
obtain  the  release  of  assets  frozen  by  the 
United  States  in  order  to  enable  Iran  to  pur¬ 
chase  arms.54 

According  to  Ben-Menashe,  the  Americans  in 
attendance  at  the  meetings  in  Madrid  were  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey,  Robert  Gates,  Earl  Brian,  and 
Robert  McFarlane.  The  Iranians  allegedly 
present  were  Mehdi  Karrubi,  Mehdi  Kashani, 
Ahmed  Omshei,  and  Khosru  Fakhrieh.55  Cyrus 
and  Jamshid  Hashemi,  Ben-Menashe  testified, 
were  not  present  at  any  of  these  meetings,  and 
Ben-Menashe  specifically  distinguished  these 
meetings  from  meetings  that  the  Hashemi 
brothers  allegedly  had  with  Casey  and  Mehdi 
Karrubi  in  Spain  during  the  same  period.56 
Ben-Menashe  could  not  offer  any  explanation 
for  the  Hashemi  meetings,  which  he  character¬ 
ized  as  separate  side  meetings.57  Nor  could  he 


explain  why  Cyrus  Hashemi,  whom  he  por¬ 
trayed  as  a  representative  of  the  Carter  Admin¬ 
istration  at  secret  talks  held  with  Reza  Passindi- 
deh  in  Madrid  on  July  2,  1980,  would  be  meet¬ 
ing  with  William  Casey,  a  senior  official  of  the 
Reagan  Presidential  campaign.58 

Ben-Menashe  allegedly  learned  about  the 
first  meeting  in  Madrid  from  Kashani  when  Ka¬ 
shani  traveled  to  Israel  in  early  April  1980. 59 
Kashani  allegedly  told  Ben-Menashe  that  both 
Kashani  and  Karrubi  were  present  at  this  meet¬ 
ing,  as  was  William  Casey.  This  information 
was  subsequently  confirmed  to  Ben-Menashe 
by  Rafi  Eitan  in  the  presence  of  Israeli  intelli¬ 
gence  officials  Yehoshua  Saguy  and  Yitzhak 
Hebroni.80  Ben-Menashe  allegedly  learned 
about  the  Casey-Karrubi  meeting  in  Madrid  in 
July  1980  in  the  same  manner:  i.  e. ,  originally 
from  Kashani,  and  subsequently  confirmed  by 
Eitan.61 

According  to  Ben-Menashe,  the  meetings  in 
Spain  were  preceded  by  a  trip  to  Iran  by  Earl 
Brian  and  Robert  McFarlane  to  lay  the  ground¬ 
work  for  meetings  between  William  Casey  and 
senior  Iranian  officials.  At  his  deposition,  Ben- 
Menashe  testified  that  Robert  McFarlane  and 
Earl  Brian  traveled  to  Iran  in  January  or  Febru¬ 
ary  1980  to  begin  discussions  with  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment  officials  regarding  the  hostages.62  Ben- 
Menashe  claimed  that  the  purpose  of  the 
McFarlane-Brian  trip  to  Tehran  was  to  arrange 
for  a  meeting  between  William  Casey  and 
Mehdi  Karrubi  in  Spain.63  Ben-Menashe  further 
testified  that  while  McFarlane  and  Brian  were 
in  Tehran,  they  did,  in  fact,  arrange  for  Casey 
and  Karrubi  to  meet  in  Spain.64 

Ben-Menashe  allegedly  learned  about  the 
McFarlane-Brian  trip  in  1980  from  Mehdi  Ka¬ 
shani.65  Rafi  Eitan  allegedly  later  confirmed  Ka- 
shani’s  information  to  Ben-Menashe,  based  on 
information  he  had  obtained  from  McFarlane.66 
Ben-Menashe  asserted  that  Rafi  Eitan,  Yesho- 
shua  Saguy,  Yitzhak  Hebroni,  and  Meir  all  can 
corroborate  the  allegations  regarding  a  McFar¬ 
lane-Brian  trip  to  Tehran.67 

(v)  Richard  Babayan 

Babayan,  an  Iranian  national  presently  in  jail 
in  Florida  on  securities  fraud  charges,  testified 
that  an  Iranian  Intelligence  official  by  the  name 
of  Mohsen  Baranriz  visited  Babayan  in  Paris  in 
early  August  1980  and  told  him  about  meetings 


that  just  concluded  in  Madrid  at  the  end  of  July 
1980  involving  William  Casey  and  Iranian  offi¬ 
cials.68  According  to  Babayan,  Baranriz  was  one 
of  the  members  of  the  Iranian  delegation  to 
Madrid.69  Babayan  testified  that  he  knew  in  ad¬ 
vance  that  Baranriz  was  coming  to  Europe  to 
attend  meetings,  although  Babayan  “did  not 
know  the  nature  of  these  meetings.”  70  He  also 
testified  that  he  had  knowledge  that  Mehdi 
Karrubi  and  Hassan  Karrubi  were  members  of 
the  Iranian  delegation  to  the  Madrid  meet¬ 
ings.71  Baranriz  allegedly  told  Babayan  that  at 
the  Madrid  meetings,  Casey  told  the  Iranians 
that  the  incoming  Reagan  Administration 
would  resume  U.S.  arms  shipments  to  Iran  in 
return  for  delaying  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.72  Baranriz  also  allegedly  told  Babayan 
that  he  had  come  to  Paris  “to  brief  us  on  what 
he  had  seen.  And  then  he  had  to  fly  straight 
back  to  Madrid  because  there  were  more  meet¬ 
ings  needed  to  be  held  in  August  of  1980.”  73 
According  to  Babayan,  Baranriz  telephoned 
him  three  or  four  days  after  he  left  Paris  and 
told  Babayan  that  a  second  set  of  meetings  in¬ 
volving  Casey  had  taken  place.74 

( vi )  Houshang  Aryanpour 

Aryanpour,  a  former  Admiral  in  the  Iranian 
Army  and  a  close  associate  of  Ahmed  Khomeini 
in  1980,  testified  that  he  learned  about  the  al¬ 
leged  meetings  in  Madrid  from  Jamshid  Ha- 
shemi.  Aryanpour  said  that  Jamshid  first  told 
him  about  the  meetings  in  Madrid  in  mid- 1988. 
Aryanpour  had  gone  to  see  Jamshid  to  show 
him  a  letter  that  he  had  written  to  ABC  News 
about  the  shooting  down  in  July  1988  of  an 
Iranian  Airbus  by  U.S.  military  forces  in  the 
Persian  Gulf  region.75  On  that  occasion,  Aryan¬ 
pour  and  Jamshid  discussed  the  Iran-Contra 
affair  and  reports  of  contacts  between  the 
Reagan  Administration  and  representatives  of 
the  Iranian  government  regarding  Americans 
held  hostage  in  Lebanon.76  When  Aryanpour 
told  Jamshid  that  he  believed  there  had  been 
similar  meetings  before  Reagan’s  election.  Jam¬ 
shid  replied  that  he  had  attended  a  meeting  in 
Spain  in  1980  between  William  Casey  and 
Mehdi  Karrubi.77  According  to  Aryanpour,  Jam¬ 
shid  did  not  mention  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  pres¬ 
ence  at  this  meeting.78  Aryanpour  did  not  recall 
whether  Jamshid  said  that  Hassan  Karrubi  was 
at  the  meeting.79 


Aryanpour  testified  that  Jamshid  did  not  pro¬ 
vide  any  additional  information  on  this  occa¬ 
sion  about  the  alleged  meetings  in  Madrid.80 
Aryanpour,  for  his  part,  did  not  ask  Jamshid 
where  in  Spain  the  meetings  had  occurred.81 
Aryanpour  did  ask  Jamshid,  however,  if  he  had 
any  proof  of  the  alleged  meetings  in  Spain.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Aryanpour,  Jamshid  replied  that 
“when  the  time  comes,  I  will  provide  .  .  .  the 
proofs  .  .  .”  82  Jamshid  did  not  mention  any 
particular  proof  of  the  meetings  at  the  time.83 

Following  the  April  16,  1991,  “Frontline” 
broadcast  regarding  the  October  Surprise  alle¬ 
gations,  Aryanpour  saw  Jamshid  again  at  Jam- 
shid’s  home  in  McLean,  Virginia.84  During  this 
visit,  Aryanpour  asked  Jamshid  about  news  re¬ 
ports  of  contacts  between  the  1980  Reagan 
campaign  and  Iranians.  Jamshid  re-affirmed 
that  meetings  between  Reagan  campaign  offi¬ 
cials  and  representatives  of  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment  had  taken  place  in  Spain  in  1980,  and 
that  he  attended  these  meetings.85  Jamshid  also 
told  Aryanpour  that  he  possessed  a  photograph 
of  one  of  the  meetings  in  Spain  involving 
Casey.86  When  Aryanpour  asked  who  is  in  the 
photograph,  Jamshid  indicated  that  himself, 
Casey,  and  Mehdi  Karrubi  appear  in  the  photo¬ 
graph.87 

Jamshid  made  no  mention  to  Aryanpour  of 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  presence  at  the  meetings  in 
Spain.  According  to  Aryanpour,  Jamshid  told 
him  that  “[n]obody  else”  but  Jamshid,  Casey, 
and  Mehdi  Karrubi  attended  the  meetings.88  In 
fact,  Jamshid  has  never  indicated  to  Aryanpour 
that  Cyrus  had  a  relationship  with  Casey.89 

When  asked  by  Task  Force  counsel  if  he  had 
knowledge  of  meetings  in  Spain  from  any 
sources  other  that  Jamshid,  Aryanpour  testified 
that  various  persons  affiliated  with  Iranian  dis¬ 
sident  organizations  in  Paris  have  told  him  that 
they  believe  these  were  meetings  in  1980  be¬ 
tween  Reagan  campaign  officials  and  represent¬ 
atives  of  the  Iranian  government.90  When  he 
asked  them  for  proof,  these  individuals  simply 
told  Aryanpour  that  “this  is  an  understanding 
.  .  .  [an]  adding  up  of  two  and  two  togeth¬ 
er.”  91  Aryanpour  did  not  ask  these  persons  to 
identify  their  sources  of  information  about  the 
alleged  meetings.92  He  testified,  however,  that 
apart  from  Jamshid,  no  one  has  ever  told  him 
that  they  personally  observed  Casey  with  any 


Iranian  officials,  or  with  either  of  the  Hashemi 
brothers.93 

(vii)  Abol  Hassan  Bani-Sadr 

Bani-Sadr  claims  to  have  hearsay  knowledge 
of  the  alleged  meetings  in  Madrid  by  virtue  of 
information  obtained  essentially  contemporane¬ 
ously  from  a  variety  of  sources  close  to  Kho¬ 
meini.  None  of  these  sources  of  information  ac¬ 
tually  participated  in  the  events.  Bani-Sadr  also 
has  formed  an  opinion  that  the  meetings  oc¬ 
curred  based  on  his  examination  of  events  after 
the  fact.  That  is,  he  has  studied  the  historical 
record,  spoken  to  others  alleged  to  have  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  events  under  investigation  shortly 
after  the  events  in  question,  and  he  continues 
to  maintain  channels  of  communication  with 
dissident  elements  within  Iran  who  are  still 
making  inquiries  into  the  October  Surprise 
story.  Bani-Sadr  could  offer  no  direct  evidence 
that  the  matters  under  review  actually  occurred. 
Furthermore,  according  to  Bani-Sadr’s  analysis, 
the  October  Surprise  allegations  are  integrally 
intertwined  with  his  overthrow,  thereby  compli¬ 
cating  an  already  complex  line  of  reasoning.94 

On  January  25,  1980,  Bani-Sadr  was  elected 
president.  Ghotbzadeh  was  named  as  the  For¬ 
eign  Minister.  Bani-Sadr  was  still  actively  trying 
to  solve  the  hostage  crisis.  Khomeini  and  his 
son  Ahmed  appeared  to  be  working  at  cross 
purposes  with  Bani-Sadr.  As  spring  ap¬ 
proached,  no  real  progress  had  been  made 
toward  the  resolution  of  the  crisis.  Ghotbzadeh 
opened  a  channel  involving  the  use  of  French 
lawyers,  Francois  Cheron  and  Christian  Bour- 
get.95  The  U.N.  General  Secretary  was  entrust¬ 
ed  to  establish  a  commission  of  inquiry  to  help 
resolve  the  situation.  Bani-Sadr  felt  progress 
was  being  made.  However,  just  as  a  break¬ 
through  was  about  to  occur  according  to  Bani- 
Sadr,  Khomeini  did  something  to  quash  it. 
Bani-Sadr  called  for  a  meeting  of  the  Council 
of  Ministers  threatening  to  resign  because  of 
the  resistance  he  was  receiving  from  the  mul¬ 
lahs  regarding  the  hostage  negotiations.  At  the 
meeting  Beheshti  is  said  to  have  admitted  to 
running  interference  and  promised  future  co¬ 
operation.  In  fact,  according  to  Bani-Sadr,  Be- 
heshti’s  gesture  was  insincere.  Bani-Sadr  stated 
that  Beheshti  and  the  mullahs  still  planned  to 
sabotage  any  hostage  negotiation  progress  so 
as  to  allow  the  ascension  of  the  clerics.96 


It  is  this  perception,  that  Beheshti  was  work¬ 
ing  behind  his  back  to  sabotage  the  Bani-Sadr/ 
Carter  hostage  negotiation  process,  that  leads 
Bani-Sadr  to  the  conclusion  that  Beheshti  was 
secretly  working  with  the  Republican  party  as 
early  as  the  spring  of  1980.  When  pressed  for 
details  as  to  the  underlying  facts  which  lead 
him  to  reach  this  conclusion,  Bani-Sadr  offered 
the  following  explanation: 

Q:  So,  from  that  we  can  conclude 
that  Mr.  Beheshti  was  not  working 
with  you,  he  was  working  against  you. 

Now  you  conclude  from  that  because 
he  was  working  against  you  and  be¬ 
cause  he  was  working  against  Mr. 
Carter,  he  must  have  been  working 
with  Mr.  Reagan.  Now,  could  it  be  that 
he  was  just  working  against  you  and 
working  against  Mr.  Carter  without 
working  with  Mr.  Reagan? 

A:  It  was  not  a  conclusion.  It  was  a 
confirmation.  A  confirmation  of  infor¬ 
mation  which  they  already  had  about 
contacts  having  been  made  with  Rea¬ 
gan’s  clan. 

Bani-Sadr  provided  nothing  more  specific  in¬ 
formation  on  this  point.  No  documentary  evi¬ 
dence  was  furnished  to  the  Task  Force  counsel 
on  this  matter. 

Bani-Sadr  continued  with  his  analysis  that 
contacts  had  been  made  and  meetings  were 
held  between  Republicans  and  Iranians  by  re¬ 
viewing  the  events  surrounding  the  meeting  be¬ 
tween  Reza  Passendideh,  Cyrus  Hashemi  and 
Stanley  Pottinger  on  July  2,  1980  in  Madrid, 
Spain.97 

Reza  Passendideh  was  the  son  of  Ayatollah 
Passendideh,  Khomeini’s  older  brother. 
Through  a  series  of  negotiations  involving 
Cyrus  Hashemi,  Max  Moini-Eraghi  and  Stanley 
Pottinger,  Reza  Passendideh  obtained  Kho¬ 
meini’s  permission  to  meet  with  an  American 
government  representative  regarding  the  hos¬ 
tages.  The  State  Department  elected  not  to 
participate  directly  in  the  meeting.  Instead,  it 
relied  on  Stanley  Pottinger,  a  former  Justice 
department  official  in  the  Ford  Administration, 
and  then  an  attorney/business  associate  of 
Cyrus  Hashemi  to  meet  with  Passindideh.  Pot¬ 
tinger  was  only  commissioned  to  “hear  out’’ 
Passindideh  and  aid  in  determining  his  credibil- 
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ity.  He  was  not  authorized  to  speak  formally  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States.  Objectively,  noth¬ 
ing  ever  came  out  of  the  meeting  as  far  as  the 
hostage  negotiations  were  concerned.98 

Bani-Sadr  saw  these  events  differently.  He 
told  the  Task  Force  he  did  not  authorize  or 
even  know  of  the  Passendideh  trip  before 
hand.99  According  to  Bani-Sadr,  Passindideh 
therefore  must  have  travelled  to  Madrid  with 
Khomeini’s  permission  as,  according  to  Bani- 
Sadr,  Passindideh  lacked  the  clout  to  make 
such  a  trip  on  his  own  without  some  form  of 
official  sanctioning.  At  the  time  of  his  trip,  the 
Carter  administration  had  three  avenues  of  ne¬ 
gotiation  already  open.100  Accordingly,  said 
Bani-Sadr,  Passindideh  could  not,  in  fact,  have 
gone  to  Madrid  to  negotiate  with  Carter’s  rep¬ 
resentatives.  Such  an  exercise  would  have  been 
redundant.  As  Bani-Sadr  related  it: 

Q;  Well,  did  Mr.  Passindideh  tell 
you,  Mr.  President,  who  he  had  met? 

A:  So  I  said  “who  are  these  Ameri¬ 
cans?’’  And  he  said  it  was  Mr.  Rea¬ 
gan’s  envoys. 

Q;  So,  Mr.  Passindideh  believed  that 
the  people  that  he  was  meeting  were 
people  that  Reagan  had  sent? 

A:  Yes,  quite.  Because  he  told  me 
that  if  the  “deal  is  not  made  with  you 
then  they’ll  make  a  deal  with  your 
rivals.’’  And  with  Mr.  Carter  they  were 
already  in  contact.  They  had  three  dif¬ 
ferent  channels  of  communication  with 
President  Carter.  Those  two  French 
lawyers,  the  Swiss  Ambassador,  the 
German  Ambassador.  So  it  wasn’t 
worth  talking  about  that  with  Mr.  Pas¬ 
sendideh. 

Q:  So  your,  just  for  the  sake  of  sum¬ 
marizing  so  that  I  clearly  understand 
it.  Mr.  Carter  has  three  channels  open 
through  you.  Mr.  Passindideh,  at  Mr. 
Khomeini’s  behest,  meets  with  two 
people  in  Madrid,  Mr.  Hashemi  and 
Mr.  Pottinger.  You  believe  that  when 
Mr.  Passindideh  met  with  them,  all 
they  did  was  discuss  negotiations  on 
behalf  or  Mr.  Reagan  and  not  Mr. 
Carter,  is  that  right?  101 

A:  Uh  huh. 


Q;  And  you  believe  that  because 
that’s  what  Mr.  Passindideh  told  you 
when  he  got  back  from  the  meeting, 
that  they  never  mentioned  that  they 
were  there  at  Mr.  Carter’s  request. 

A:  Absolutely.102 

Thus,  the  second  basis  upon  which  Bani-Sadr 
concludes  that  contacts  had  been  made  be¬ 
tween  the  Republicans  and  Iranians  stems  from 
his  perception  of  the  “true  purpose’’  of  the 
Passindideh  trip.  Indeed,  it  is  this  trip  by  Pas¬ 
sindideh  that  Bani-Sadr  says  is  in  July  between 
Republicans  and  Iranians.103  He  never  dis¬ 
cussed  anything  about  the  alleged  July  26-27, 
1980,  Madrid  meetings. 

It  should  be  noted  that  while  Bani-Sadr  is 
correct  that  the  Carter  Administration  had 
been  utilizing  the  French  lawyer,  Ambassador 
Lang  and  Ambassador  Ritzel,  given  the  pace  of 
those  channels,  it  is  hardly  surprising  that  the 
Carter  Administration  would  be  trying  to  accel¬ 
erate  the  process  through  any  viable  channel. 

Bani-Sadr  offered  no  specific  information 
about  alleged  meetings  in  Madrid  in  August 
1980.  Rather,  he  told  the  Task  Force  that  after 
Passindideh  returned  from  Madrid  in  July,  he 
continued  to  receive  information  of  continuing 
contacts  between  Republicans  and  Iranians.  He 
stated  only  the  following  about  an  August  con¬ 
tact: 

Q:  Okay,  so  during  this  time,  after 
Passindideh  came  back,  what  you’re 
saying  is  that  you  were  receiving  vague 
information  that  there  were  continuing 
contacts  between  Mr.  Beheshti,  the 
Rafsanjani  group  and  the  Republicans, 
at  the  time.  Did  I  say  that  correctly? 

A:  They  met  once  in  August.  It  was 
a  Revolutionary  Council.  They  met 
and  Khomeini’s  son  Ahmed  was 
present.  It  was  there  that  Mr.  Beheshti 
asked  Mr.  Bani-Sadr  for  a  letter.  The 
letter  was  suppose  to  say  that  Mr. 
Bani-Sadr  pledges  himself  if  this  thing 
with  the  hostages  is  solved  he  is  going 
to  abstain  from  any  criticism.  So  Mr. 
Bani-Sadr  told  Mr.  Behesti  “if  it’s  a 
matter  of  negotiating  with  Carter,  it  is 
not  up  to  you,  it  is  up  to  the  President 
to  do.  If  you  are  speaking  about  set¬ 
tling  this  with  the  rivals,  with  Carter’s 


rivals,  this  is  the  worst  possible  thing. 
How  can  you  possibly  expect  me  to 
give  you  such  a  letter  of  guarantee?” 

So  then  he  didn’t  say  they  were  going 
to  deal  with  Carter  or  solve  it  with 
Carter.  So  Bani-Sadr  said  “Well  this 
proves  that  you’ve  been  in  contact 
with  the  Reagan  group  if  not.”  Be- 
heshti  could  not  say  no,  could  not 
deny  this.  So  Ahmed,  Khomeini’s  son 
was  present  so  Mr.  Bani-Sadr  said  “go 
tell  about  this  to  your  father.”  104 

♦  *  *  *  * 

Q;  When  was  this  meeting  with  you 
and  Behesti  when  Behesti  wanted  you 
to  write  this  letter  wherein  you  would 
not  criticize  them  if  they  settled  the 
hostage  crisis? 

A:  27th  of  August  1980. 105 

The  significance  of  this  dialogue,  according 
to  Bani-Sadr,  is  that  Bani-Sadr  attended  a  Rev¬ 
olutionary  Council  meeting  with  Behesti  where¬ 
in  Beheshti  asked  Bani-Sadr  to  promise  not  to 
criticize  Beheshti  if  the  hostage  crisis  was  not 
solved  through  the  auspices  of  Bani-Sadr.  Bani- 
Sadr,  as  a  president  of  Iran,  properly  believed 
that  only  he  was  authorized  to  negotiate  on 
behalf  of  Iran.  Thus,  when  Behesti  asked  for 
the  letter  of  guarantee  and  refused  to  deny  that 
he  (Beheshti)  may  be  trying  to  solve  the  hos¬ 
tage  crisis  himself,  Bani-Sadr  concluded  that 
these  two  factors  established  that  the  clerics 
were  engaged  in  negotiations  with  Republicans 
(as  well  as  trying  to  topple  his  presidency).106 

Bani-Sadr’s  position,  while  interesting,  does 
not  establish  a  factual  predicate  upon  which  the 
Task  Force  could  concur  in  his  conclusion. 
Bani-Sadr  offered  no  other  specific  information 
regarding  he  alleged  August  meetings  in 
Madrid. 

( vhi )  Sadegh  Ghotbzadeh 

Sadegh  Ghotbzadeh  made  several  public 
statements  in  September  and  October  1980  al¬ 
leging  that  a  deal  to  delay  the  hostages’  release 
may  have  taken  place.107 

On  September  6,  1980,  the  French  news 
agency  Agence-France-Presse  quoted  Ghotbza¬ 
deh  as  saying  that  he  had  “information”  prov¬ 
ing  that  the  “Reagan  camp  was  trying  hard  to 
block  a  solution  of  the  [hostage]  problem 


before  the  elections.”  He  added:  “In  addition, 
the  Soviet  Union  and  its  agents  inside  Iran, 
that  is,  the  Tudeh  are  insisting  that  this  prob¬ 
lem  not  be  solved.  The  most  important  agree¬ 
ments  the  USSR  has  ever  concluded  with  the 
United  States  have  been  made  with  Republican 
administrations.”  108 

Apparently,  Ghotbzadeh’s  cryptic  comment 
came  from  an  open  letter  he  wrote  to  the 
Majlis  on  August  18,  1980  in  which  he  argued 
for  a  quick  release  of  the  hostages.  The  letter 
was  carried  in  the  Iranian  newspaper  Islamic 
Revolution  on  September  11,  1980. 109  In  the 
letter,  Ghotbzadeh  said:  “Another  point  is  that 
we  know  that  the  United  States  Republican 
Party,  in  order  to  win  the  coming  election  cam¬ 
paign,  is  trying  hard  to  delay  the  solution  of 
the  hostage  issue  until  after  the  United  States 
elections.  It  is  clear  that  under  such  conditions 
during  the  four  coming  years  anytime  this 
problem  is  solved  we  have  acted  according  to 
the  wishes  of  the  United  States  Republican 
Party.  Even  so  we  have  not  proved  anything  in 
our  interest  but  have  acted  to  bring  a  more 
dangerous  group  than  the  incumbent  one  to 
power.”  110  Later,  he  added:  “It  is  interesting  to 
note  that  some  people  suggest  that  let  the  hos¬ 
tage  issue  be  settled  a  few  months  later;  that 
sounds  pleasing  to  the  ears  of  the  Republi¬ 
cans.”  111 

Sounding  the  alarm  that  aiding  a  Republican 
victory  would  spell  dire  consequences  for  Iran, 
Ghotbzadeh  said,  “When  we  are  talking  about 
how  to  exploit  the  American  domestic  conflicts 
it  means  that  if  the  Republicans  win  they  will 
not  have  the  problem  of  elections  for  a  period 
of  four  years  and  the  Rockefeller  banks  which 
have  frozen  our  assets  will  keep  the  existing 
conditions  as  they  are  and  will  never  allow  us 
to  withdraw  our  money  and  create  problems 
for  those  banks.  Then,  they  will  have  four  more 
years  to  delay  the  matter.”  112 

Five  days  after  his  letter  to  the  Majlis  was 
published  in  the  Iranian  press,  Ghotbzadeh 
told  Reuters  that  it  would  be  a  “disaster  if 
Reagan  becomes  President”  because  “Reagan, 
supported  by  Kissinger  and  others,  has  no  in¬ 
tention  of  resolving  the  problem.  They  will  do 
everything  in  their  power  to  block  it.  And  obvi¬ 
ously  the  election  of  Mr.  Reagan,  in  our  estima¬ 
tion,  will  be  a  disaster.”  113 
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Many  years  later,  Joseph  Persico  added  the 
potential  for  some  additional  insight  into 
Ghotbzadeh’s  comments  while  reviewing  Gary 
Sick’s  book  October  Surprise  for  the  New  York 
Times.  At  the  conclusion  of  his  review,  Persico 
wrote  that  “two  friends  of  Ghotbzadeh  who 
spoke  to  him  frequently  during  this  period 
[September  1980]  said  that  he  insisted  repeat¬ 
edly  that  the  Republicans  were  in  contact  with 
elements  in  Iran  to  try  to  block  the  hostage  re¬ 
lease.”  114 

Manucher  Ghorbanifar,  an  Iranian  arms 
dealer  who  figured  prominently  as  a  middle¬ 
man  in  the  Iran-contra  affair,  added  another 
twist  to  Ghotbzadeh’s  saga.  Ghorbanifar  wrote 
in  the  New  York  Times  on  August  28,  1991  that 
Ghotbzadeh  was  receiving  messages  from  the 
Reagan  campaign  in  late  summer  or  early  fall 
1980  not  to  delay  the  hostages’  release  but 
rather,  warning  the  foreign  minister  to  resolve 
the  crisis  before  the  United  States  presidential 
elections.  Ghorbanifar  said  his  information 
came  from  “former  and  current  government  of¬ 
ficials  at  the  highest  levels  in  Europe  and 
Iran.”  115  As  with  any  statement  by  Mr.  Ghor¬ 
banifar,  one  must  consider  the  source.116 

Carol  Jerome  was  the  Paris  bureau  producer 
for  the  Canadian  Broadcasting  Corporation 
when  she  met  Ghotbzadeh  in  1978  and  became 
intellectually,  professionally  and  romantically 
involved  with  him  up  until  his  death  in  1982. 
In  an  interview  with  the  Task  Force,  she  inter¬ 
preted  Ghotbzadeh’s  comments  as  meaning 
that  Henry  Kissinger  and  David  Rockefeller 
were  behind  the  continued  breakdown  in  the 
negotiations  between  the  Carter  Administration 
and  Ghotbzadeh  to  effect  a  hostage  release. 
She  said  that  Ghotbzadeh’s  suspicions  that  Kis¬ 
singer  and  Rockefeller  were  involved  traced 
back  to  the  failure  of  the  Iranian  government 
to  extradite  the  Shah  from  Panama  and  Ghotb¬ 
zadeh’s  suspicion  that  the  two  men  had  a  hand 
in  ensuring  that  the  Shah  left  Panama  before 
the  official  extradition  papers  could  be  present¬ 
ed  to  the  Panamanians.  But  she  could  find  no 
proof  of  the  allegation.117 

Jerome  testified  “when  I  was  writing  the 
book  that  I  could  not  give  any  credit  or  cre¬ 
dence  to  that  story.  That  in  any  way  the  Re¬ 
publicans  had  interfered  with  Sadegh’s  or  any¬ 
body  else’s  negotiations  that  might  have  helped 
free  the  hostages,”  Jerome  said  under  oath.118 
Jerome  also  said  under  oath  that  Ghotbzadeh 


never  mentioned  to  her  anything  about  con¬ 
tacts  between  representatives  of  the  Iranian 
government  and  individuals  associated  with  the 
Reagan  campaign.119 

Christian  Bourguet  was  a  close  friend  of 
Ghotbzadeh  who  also  handled  Iran’s  legal  af¬ 
fairs  throughout  the  hostage  crisis.  He  met 
Ghotbzadeh  in  March  1972,  when  he  was  asked 
by  Ghotbzadeh  to  look  into  human  rights 
abuses  by  the  Shah’s  regime  in  Iran.  In  an 
interview  and  deposition  with  Task  Force  coun¬ 
sel,  Bourguet  stated  that  Ghotbzadeh  suspected 
there  were  contacts  between  members  of  the 
Republican  party  and  the  clerical  elements  of 
Iran’s  government  in  1980,  specifically  men¬ 
tioning  Kissinger  as  one  of  the  individuals 
whom  Ghotbzadeh  believed  was  a  party  to  the 
contacts.  However,  Bourguet  said  that  neither 
he  nor  the  former  foreign  minister  had  any  evi¬ 
dence  that  such  contacts  were  taking  place. 

Bourguet  testified  under  oath  that  “I  have 
not  seen  anything,  anything  about  that.  The 
only  thing  I  can  say  as  I  told  you,  the  fact  that 
such  contacts  could  happen,  was  in  Ghotbza¬ 
deh’s  mind  for  sure.  [He]  always  told  me  that 
he  suspected  that  things  like  that  were  happen¬ 
ing.  He  had  no  evidence  of  that  but  he  was  sus¬ 
pecting  that.  And  he  was,  he  believed  that  Kis¬ 
singer  or  people  around  him  had  kept  the  close 
contacts  in  Iran  and  could  discuss  behind  his 
back  with  the  clerics  through  commercial  chan¬ 
nels.  He  was  positive  of  it.”  120 

Bourguet  then  said  that  he  believed  Ghotbza¬ 
deh’s  hunch  that  Kissinger  was  involved  in  con¬ 
tacts  with  the  religious  party  in  Iran’s  govern¬ 
ment  had  its  roots  in  Iran’s  failed  attempt  to 
extradite  the  Shah  from  Panama  in  late  March, 
1980.  Bourguet  said  his  reasoning  for  this  as¬ 
sumption  was  three-fold:  (1)  the  officials  in 
Panama  knew  Bourguet  was  coming  to  Panama 
with  the  extradition  documents;  (2)  the  Shah’s 
people  had  knowledge  of  the  extradition 
papers*  contents  before  they  arrived  in  Panama; 
and  (3)  the  mystery  surrounding  a  $1  million 
check  that  was  sent  to  Ghotbzadeh  as  a  reward 
for  his  alleged  help  on  the  hostage  issue.121 

Task  Force  counsel  also  interviewed  and  de¬ 
posed  Francois  Cheron,  another  of  Ghotbza¬ 
deh’s  close  legal  associates  and  personal 
friends  in  France.  Cheron  said  that  during  one 
of  his  many  stops  in  Tehran  in  the  summer  of 
1980,  Ghotbzadeh  told  him  that  indirect  meet- 


ings  were  held  between  Reagan  campaign  offi¬ 
cials  and  high-level  members  of  the  Islamic  Re¬ 
publican  Party  (IRP)  in  August  1980  in  either 
Paris  or  Madrid.  Cheron  said  Ghotbzadeh  did 
not  specifically  name  anyone  from  the  Reagan 
team  who  were  allegedly  part  of  these  indirect 
contacts,  though,  on  the  Iranian  side  he  did 
mention  “the  religious  Beheshti  and  the  son  of 
Khomeini  (Ahmad  Khomeini).”  122 

Jacques  Montanes  is  a  French  pilot  who  al¬ 
legedly  was  one  of  three  members  of  a  techni¬ 
cal  team  sent  to  Iran  in  September  1980  to  de¬ 
velop  a  procurement  list  of  military  supplies 
needed  by  Tehran.  Montanes  informed  the 
Task  Force  that  Ghotbzadeh  told  him  “on  one 
occasion”  that  he  knew  of  secret  contacts  be¬ 
tween  officials  connected  with  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  and  representatives  of  the  religious  fac¬ 
tion  in  Iran’s  government.  Moreover,  Montanes 
said  that  “Ghotbzadeh  tried  to  slip  the  word  to 
the  Carter  Administration,  I  know  that  because 
I  went  with  him,  that  negotiations  were  taking 
place.”  123  On  that  front,  Montanes  added  that 
he  thought  Ghotbzadeh  “might  have  slipped 
some  information  to  some  French  people  he 
was  dealing  with,  some  people  who  were  later 
dealing  with  the  Carter  Administration”  about 
his  knowledge  of  the  secret  contacts.  124  Howev¬ 
er,  Montanes  said  that  Ghotbzadeh  did  not  en¬ 
lighten  him  as  to  who  the  parties  were  to  the 
alleged  negotiations  and  that  he  did  not  have 
any  proof  that  any  contacts  actually  took  place. 

The  Task  Force  cannot  determine  with  cer¬ 
tainty  the  underlying  basis  behind  Ghotbza¬ 
deh’s  statements  to  the  press  and  his  letter  to 
the  Majlis  baldly  stating  that  the  Republican 
campaign  was  making  a  concerted  effort  to  bar 
the  hostages’  release.  Task  Force  interviews 
with  Carol  Jerome,  Christian  Bourguet,  Fran¬ 
cois  Cheron,  and  Jacques  Montanes,  all  of 
whom  who  were  closely  associated  with  the 
former  foreign  minister,  offer  some  insight. 
That  is,  Ghotbzadeh  comments  appear  likely  to 
be  a  reference  to  contacts  made  by  Kissinger 
and  Rockefeller  on  behalf  of  the  Shah  or  in  fur¬ 
therance  of  their  banking  interests.  Further¬ 
more,  the  Task  Force  uncovered  nothing  to 
corroborate  Ghotbzadeh’s  statements,  and  the 
absence  of  corroboration  is  itself  telling.  The 
safe  conclusion  is  that  Ghotbzadeh  had  a  bona 
fide  belief  in  the  truth  of  his  assertions.  Logic 
dictates,  given  his  repeated  reference  to  Henry 
Kissinger  and  David  Rockefeller,  that  his  belief 


was  rooted  in  the  actions  taken  by  those  two 
Republicans  to  assist  the  Shah  in  finding  a  safe 
exile. 125  It  is  also  plausible,  given  the  turbulent 
political  maelstrom  in  Tehran  in  1980,  that 
Ghotbzadeh’s  statements  were  colored  by  his 
abiding  belief  that  the  clerics  were  twisting  the 
true  path  of  the  Iranian  revolution,  were  using 
the  hostage  detention  to  their  advantage,  and 
were  capable  of  any  perfidy.  What  is  clear  is 
that  his  oft-repeated  statements  provided  the 
basis  for  more  elaborate  statements  made  by 
others. 

d.  References  to  Madrid  on  Electronic  Sur¬ 
veillance 

The  Task  Force  has  obtained  evidence  that 
Cyrus  Hashemi  may  have  traveled  to  Spain  on 
one  occasion  during  1980.  Homa  Hashemi  tes¬ 
tified  that  Cyrus  traveled  to  Spain  in  the 
summer  of  1980  to  pick  up  his  parents,  who 
had  recently  left  Iran  and  were  on  their  way  to 
London.126  But  information  from  the  FBI’s 
electronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  indi¬ 
cates  that  Cyrus  made  this  trip  in  September 
1980,  long  after  the  alleged  meetings  in 
Madrid.127  Further,  Mrs.  Hashemi  testified  that 
had  Jamshid  Hashemi  been  in  Madrid  when 
Cyrus  was  there  to  pick  up  his  parents,  Cyrus 
“definitely”  would  have  mentioned  Jamshid’s 
presence  to  her.128 

3.  Evidence  Tending  To  Refute 
the  Allegations 

a.  Whereabouts  of  Alleged  Participants 

The  whereabouts  of  the  participants  in  the 
alleged  meetings  in  Madrid  during  the  relevant 
time  period  is  the  best  evidence  of  whether 
these  meetings  could  have  taken  place. 129  Obvi¬ 
ously,  establishing  the  whereabouts  of  any  of 
the  alleged  participants  at  a  location  other  than 
Madrid  during  the  relevant  time  period  is  a 
strong  basis  to  conclude  that  the  allegations  of 
meetings  in  Madrid  are  untrue. 

The  principal  allegation,  authored  by  Jam¬ 
shid  Hashemi,  is  that  William  Casey,  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi,  Donald  Gregg,  and  Mehdi  Karrubi  met 
together  in  Madrid  in  July  and  August  of  1980. 
Jamshid  also  alleged  that  each  set  of  meetings 
took  place  during  a  two-day  period.130  Based 
on  Jamshid’s  testimony,  the  alleged  meetings 
most  likely  took  place  during  the  periods  of 
July  25-July  29  and  August  8-17. 
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( i )  Cyrus  Hashemi 

Cyrus  Hashemi,  of  course,  is  one  of  the 
linchpins  in  the  Madrid  allegations.  According 
to  Jamshid  Hashemi’s  allegations,  Cyrus  made 
the  arrangements  for  the  Madrid  meetings,  the 
meetings  took  place  in  Cyrus’s  suite  at  the  Ritz 
Hotel,  and  Cyrus  attended  all  of  the  meet¬ 
ings.131  Without  Cyrus  Hashemi,  these  meet¬ 
ings  simply  could  not  have  occurred. 

Utilizing  telephone  records  and  other  con¬ 
temporaneous  documents,  the  Task  Force  was 
able  to  determine  with  substantial  precision 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  whereabouts  during  the 
period  of  July  25-29,  1980.  Of  particular  value 
were  telephone  records  and  attorney  time 
sheets  provided  to  the  Task  Force  by  Stanley 
Pottinger,  who  worked  closely  with  Hashemi 
during  the  summer  of  1980. 

Telephone  toll  records  obtained  by  the  FBI 
provided  additional  evidence  of  Cyrus’s  where¬ 
abouts.  These  records,  combined  with  other  in¬ 
formation  obtained  by  the  FBI,  provided  infor¬ 
mation  regarding  outgoing  calls  from  Cyrus 
Hashemi’s  home  in  Wilton,  Connecticut,  in¬ 
cluding  the  date  of  the  call,  the  number  called, 
the  subscriber  to  that  number,  the  time  of  day 
the  call  was  made,  and  the  duration  of  the 
call.132 

Together,  the  aforementioned  records  pro¬ 
vide  the  following  picture  of  Cyrus  Hashemi’s 
whereabouts: 

July  25,  1980  (Friday) 

— According  to  Stanley  Pottinger’s 
contemporaneous  notes  and  diaries, 
Pottinger  met  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  in 
New  York  on  this  date.133 

July  26,  1980  (Saturday) 

— At  10:05  a.m.,  a  call  was  made 
from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  in 
Wilton,  Connecticut  to  John  Shaheen’s 
home  in  Southampton,  New  York.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  toll  records,  the  call 
lasted  for  2  minutes.  At  10:07  a.m., 
another  call  of  4  minutes’  duration  was 
made  to  Shaheen’s  home  in  South¬ 
ampton. 

— At  10:19  a.m.,  a  call  was  made 
from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  to  the 
Bethesda,  Maryland,  home  of  Stanley 
Pottinger,  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  attorney. 

At  10:20  a.m.,  a  call  was  made  from 


Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  to  Mr.  Pot¬ 
tinger’s  office  in  Washington,  D.C.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  the  toll  records,  the  dura¬ 
tion  of  both  calls  was  1  minute. 134 

— At  4:49  p.m.,  a  2-minute  call  was 
made  from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  to 
a  number  in  New  York  subscribed  to 
by  Paul  W.  Skinner. 

— 6:50  p.m.,  a  2-minute  call  was 
made  from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  to 
a  number  in  Queens,  New  York,  sub¬ 
scribed  to  by  Mrs.  Dora  Bahrami. 

— At  7:18  p.m.,  a  6-minute  call  was 
placed  from  Stanley  Pottinger’s  home 
in  Bethesda  to  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home 
in  Wilton. 

July  27,  1980  (Sunday) 

— At  8:05  p.m.,  a  1 -minute  call  was 
made  from  Stanley  Pottinger’s  office 
in  Washington,  D.C.  to  Cyrus  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  home  in  Wilton. 

— At  8:54  p.m.,  a  1 -minute  call  was 
made  from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  in 
Wilton,  Connecticut  to  the  Bethesda, 
Maryland,  home  of  Stanley  Pot¬ 
tinger.  135 

July  28,  1980  (Monday) 

— At  9:58  a.m.,  a  3-minute  call  was 
made  from  Stanley  Pottinger’s  office 
in  Washington,  D.C.  to  Cyrus  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  office  in  New  York. 

— At  7:50  p.m.,  a  1-minute  call  was 
made  from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  in 
Wilton,  Connecticut  to  the  Queens, 
New  York,  home  of  Alanna  Torres, 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  secretary.  At  7:51 
p.m.,  another  one-minute  call  was 
made  to  Ms.  Torres’  home. 

— At  10:32  p.m.,  Stanley  Pottinger 
placed  a  6-minute  call  to  Cyrus  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  home  in  Wilton  from  a  locale  in 
New  York.136 

July  29,  1980  (Tuesday) 

— At  1:35  p.m.,  a  5-minute  call  was 
made  from  Stanley  Pottinger’s  office 
to  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  office. 


— At  2:12  p.m.,  a  10-minute  call  was 
made  from  Pottinger’s  office  to  Hashe- 
mi’s  office. 

— At  5:51  p.m.,  an  8-minute  call  was 
made  from  Pottinger’s  office  to  Hashe- 
mi’s  office.137 

Although  circumstantial  in  nature,  the  weight 
of  the  evidence  dictates  the  conclusion  that 
Stanley  Pottinger  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  made  the 
calls  described  above,  and  that  Cyrus  was 
therefore  in  Wilton,  Connecticut  during  the 
critical  three-day  period  of  July  26-28.  Pot¬ 
tinger’s  testimony  and  related  documentation 
provides  strong  evidence  that  he  actually  spoke 
with  Hashemi  on  the  dates  referenced  above. 
The  evidence  also  strongly  indicates  that  the 
calls  made  from  Wilton  were  placed  by  Cyrus 
Hashemi. 

Calls  to  John  Shaheen.  Cyrus  had  a  business  re¬ 
lationship  with  John  Shaheen  during  this  time 
period.  Electronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus’s  calls, 
which  began  in  September  1980,  shows  numer¬ 
ous  calls  between  Shaheen  and  Cyrus  relating 
to  business  matters.138  The  surveillance  records 
also  demonstrate  no  calls  to  John  Shaheen 
during  the  period  of  surveillance  of  Cyrus  Ha- 
shemi’s  were  initiated  by  Homa  Hashemi.139 
Further,  it  is  unlikely  that  anyone  else  tele¬ 
phoned  Shaheen  from  the  Wilton  residence. 
Homa  Hashemi,  Cyrus’s  wife  at  the  time,  testi¬ 
fied  that,  although  she  spoke  to  Shaheen  when 
Shaheen  called  Cyrus  at  home,  she  never  called 
Shaheen  from  the  Wilton  home,  and  would  re¬ 
member  if  she  had.140  Indeed,  Mrs.  Hashemi 
testified  that  she  was  not  even  aware  that  Sha¬ 
heen  maintained  a  home  in  Southampton  in 
1980. 141 

Calls  to  Stanley  Pottinger .  By  late  July  1980, 
Cyrus  Hashemi  and  Stanley  Pottinger  had  de¬ 
veloped  a  close  working  relationship.142  They 
had  been  working  together  on  the  hostage 
crisis  since  December  1979  and,  as  discussed 
above,  had  traveled  to  Spain  together  in  early 
July  1980  to  meet  secretly  with  an  official  Irani¬ 
an  envoy.  According  to  Mr.  Pottinger’s  records, 
he  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  met  in  New  York  on 
July  24. 143 

At  his  deposition,  Pottinger  did  not  have  a 
specific  recollection  of  receiving  calls  at  home 
from  Cyrus  Hashemi  on  the  morning  of  July  26 
or  the  night  of  July  27. 144  But  he  testified  that 
it  was  not  uncommon  for  Cyrus  to  call  him  at 


home  both  early  in  the  morning  and  late  in  the 
evening.145  In  contrast,  Mr.  Pottinger  did  not 
recall  ever  receiving  such  calls  at  home  from 
Homa  Hashemi.146  Mr.  Pottinger’s  only  specific 
recollection  of  speaking  to  Mrs.  Hashemi  on 
the  telephone  concerned  an  immigration 
matter,  and  he  testified  that  he  did  not  begin 
assisting  her  with  this  matter  until  late  1980  or 
the  spring  of  1981. 147 

Homa  Hashemi  testified  that  she  did  not 
recall  phoning  Pottinger  from  Wilton.148  If  she 
had  called  Pottinger,  she  testified,  she  would 
have  called  him  at  his  office. 149  She  emphatical¬ 
ly  rejected  the  possibility  that  she  might  have 
called  Pottinger  at  home,  saying  “If  I  would 
have  called  him  [at  home],  Cyrus  would  have 
killed  me.’’  150  She  further  testified  that  she  did 
not  know  where  Pottinger  resided  in  1980  and 
did  not  know  his  home  phone.151 

The  FBI’s  electronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus 
Hashemi  do  not  reveal  any  calls  from  Homa 
Hashemi  to  Stanley  Pottinger’s  home.  The  sur¬ 
veillance  records  do  show  that  Mrs.  Hashemi 
called  Pottinger’s  office  in  Washington,  D.C. 
three  times  on  September  30,  1980,  but  they 
indicate  that  these  calls  related  to  an  immigra¬ 
tion  matter — thereby  coinciding  with  Pot¬ 
tinger’s  single  recollection  of  speaking  to  Mrs. 
Hashemi  by  telephone.  Other  than  the  calls  on 
September  30,  the  surveillance  contains  no  evi¬ 
dence  of  calls  from  Mrs.  Hashemi  to  Pot¬ 
tinger’s  office. 

Calls  to  Alanna  Torres.  Homa  Hashemi  testified 
that  the  calls  to  Alanna  Torres  “definitely’’ 
must  have  been  placed  by  Cyrus.152  Mrs.  Ha¬ 
shemi  testified  that  she  had  a  business-like  rela¬ 
tionship  with  Torres  in  1980,  although  they 
were  on  friendly  terms  and  often  spoke  to  each 
other  when  Mrs.  Hashemi  called  Cyrus’s  office 
in  New  York.153  But  she  did  not  recall  ever  call¬ 
ing  Torres  from  the  Wilton  home,  and  she 
found  the  possibility  of  such  a  call  inconceiv¬ 
able.154  She  also  testified  that  neither  her  son 
or  daughter,  nor  her  housekeeper — the  only 
other  people  living  at  the  Wilton  residence — 
would  have  called  Torres.155 

Alanna  Torres  testified  that  Cyrus  Hashemi 
often  called  her  at  home,  at  “any  time  of 
day.”  156  On  these  occasions,  Cyrus  would  often 
give  Torres  instructions  regarding  the  office, 
such  as  “  ‘Do  this.  Do  that.  Have  this  done  by 
[nine]  o’clock.’  ’’  157  Torres  also  testified  that 


Homa  Hashemi  and  her  children  never  called 
her  at  home.158  In  addition,  she  testified  that 
she  did  not  have  a  good  relationship  with  Jam- 
shid  Hashemi,  and  that  Jamshid  never  called 
her  at  home.  As  she  put  it,  “Cyrus  was  the  only 
one  who  called  me  if  for  whatever  reason.”  159 

Calls  to  X umbers  of  Paul  Skinner  and  Mrs.  Dora 
Bahramx.  As  mentioned  above,  telephone  com¬ 
pany  records  also  show  that  calls  were  made 
from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  on  Saturday,  July 
26,  to  numbers  subscribed  to  by  Paul  Skinner 
(in  the  late  afternoon)  and  Mrs.  Dora  Bahrami 
(in  the  evening).  Despite  efforts  by  FBI  agents 
to  trace  Mr.  Skinner’s  whereabouts,  the  Task 
Force  has  been  unable  to  locate  him.  The  Task 
Force  did  locate  Paul  Bahrami,  the  husband  of 
Dora  Bahrami,  who  testified  that  he  played 
poker  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  during  the  summer 
of  1980. 160 

It  is  unlikely  that  Homa  Hashemi  placed 
either  of  these  calls.  She  testified  that  she  had 
no  knowledge  of  anyone  by  the  name  of  “Paul 
Skinner,”  and  that  she  had  never  heard  the 
name  “Bahrami”  before.161  She  also  said  that 
the  name  “Bahrami”  is  an  Iranian  name,  and 
that  she  would  remember  if  she  had  had  con¬ 
tact  with  someone  by  that  name.162 

in)  William  Casey 

Prior  to  the  Task  Force’s  investigation,  diffi¬ 
culty  in  establishing  William  Casey’s  where¬ 
abouts  during  the  last  week  of  July  1980  con¬ 
tributed  to  speculation  that  Casey  attended 
meetings  in  Madrid  during  this  period.163  Belat¬ 
ed  discovery  by  the  media  of  a  trip  that  Casey 
made  to  London  in  late  July  added  fuel  to  such 
speculation.164 

The  Task  Force  cannot  account  for  every 
moment  of  Casey’s  schedule  during  this  period. 
Nonetheless,  the  Task  Force  is  satisfied  that 
there  is  sufficient  hard  evidence  to  reach  a  con¬ 
clusion  regarding  the  allegations  that  Casey  at¬ 
tended  meetings  in  Madrid. 

A  Pre-Conference  Rendezvous  in  Madrid ?  Credi¬ 
ble  testimonial  and  documentary  evidence  indi¬ 
cates  that  Casey  was  in  California  during  the 
period  of  July  25-27,  1980.  Darrell  Trent,  then 
a  California-based  policy  advisor  to  the  Reagan 
campaign,  gave  credible  sworn  testimony  that 
Casey  was  his  guest  during  the  summer  of  1980 
at  the  Bohemian  Grove,  an  all-male  club  retreat 
located  on  the  Russian  River  about  north  of 
San  Francisco.165  Trent  specifically  recalled  that 


he  and  Casey  shared  a  cabin  together  in  the 
“Parsonage  Camp,”  one  of  many  living  subdivi¬ 
sions  at  the  Bohemian  Grove.166 

Trent  provided  the  Task  Force  with  credible 
documentary  records  evidencing  both  Trent’s 
and  Casey’s  presence  at  the  Bohemian  Grove 
that  summer. 167  These  records  show  that  Casey 
incurred  charges  at  the  1980  Bohemian  Grove 
for  a  two-day  period,  although  they  do  not  re¬ 
flect  the  actual  dates  on  which  the  charges  were 
incurred.168 

According  to  the  records  provided  by  Trent, 
the  Bohemian  Grove  retreat  in  1980  took  place 
during  the  period  of  July  18  through  August 
3. 169  Trent  was  certain  that  he  did  not  attend 
the  first  weekend  of  the  Bohemian  Grove  (i.e., 
the  weekend  of  July  18-20),  either  alone  or 
with  Casey.170  He  recalled  that  he  attended  the 
second  and  third  weekends  of  the  Bohemian 
Grove  that  summer  (i.e.,  the  last  weekend  in 
July  and  the  first  weekend  in  August),  and 
records  that  he  produced  corroborated  this  tes¬ 
timony.171  Trent  was  uncertain  whether  Casey 
was  his  guest  during  the  second  or  third  week¬ 
end  of  the  Bohemian  Grove.172  But  his  best 
recollection  was  that  he  and  Casey  attended  the 
retreat  during  the  second,  or  “middle,”  week¬ 
end.173 

Trent  testified  that  the  middle  weekend  at 
Bohemian  Grove  is  the  most  popular  weekend 
for  members  to  bring  guests.174  The  third  and 
final  weekend,  in  contrast,  is  usually  “a  quieter 
weekend.”  175  Trent  also  recalled  injuring  him¬ 
self  during  one  of  the  Grove  weekends  in  1980, 
and  expressed  his  belief  that  the  injury  oc¬ 
curred  on  the  third  weekend.176  Explaining  his 
recollection  that  Casey  was  his  guest  during  the 
middle  weekend,  Trent  stated  “I  certainly  don’t 
recall  [the  injury]  being  during  the  time  that 
Mr.  Casey  was  there  .  .  .  because  I  sat  in  the 
camp  with  my  foot  up  in  an  ice  pack,  and  I 
think  I  would  have  remembered  if  Casey  had 
been  my  guest  and  I  was  sitting  in  the  camp 
with  my  foot  up  in  an  ice  pack. 177 

Finally,  Trent  testified  that  he  had  obtained 
information  from  Ben  Smith,  another  camp 
member  who  attended  the  1980  Bohemian 
Grove,  “which  caused  me  to  think  that  [Casey] 
was  there  on  the  middle  weekend.”  178  Smith 
told  Trent  that  he  remembered  seeing  Casey, 
and  that  Smith  had  not  attended  the  third 
weekend  of  activities.179  As  mentioned  above, 


Trent  was  certain  that  he  had  not  attended  the 
first  weekend. 

The  Task  Force  subsequently  contacted  Ber¬ 
nard  E.  (“Ben”)  Smith,  Jr.  Smith  gave  credible 
sworn  testimony — and  provided  the  Task  Force 
with  corroborating  documentary  evidence — that 
he  attended  the  1980  encampment  during  the 
period  of  July  24-28. 180  Smith  testified  that  he 
flew  from  New  York  to  California  on  Thursday, 
July  24,  arriving  at  Bohemian  Grove  late  in  the 
evening.181  He  flew  back  to  New  York  on 
Monday,  July  28. 182  Smith  also  testified  that  the 
period  of  July  24-28  was  the  only  time  in  1980 
that  he  was  at  Bohemian  Grove. 183 

Smith  was  certain  that  Trent  was  at  the  1980 
encampment,  and  that  Casey  was  Trent’s 
guest.184  Smith  estimated  that  he  saw  Casey  at 
the  Bohemian  Grove  at  least  “half  a  dozen” 
times  during  the  1980  encampment. 185  He  re¬ 
called  speaking  to  Casey  while  they  were  at  the 
Bohemian  Grove,  although  he  could  not  re¬ 
member  the  content  of  any  specific  conversa¬ 
tions.186 

Further  evidence  that  Casey  was  at  Bohemian 
Grove  on  the  weekend  of  July  25-27  came  from 
Warren  Poole,  who  also  attended  the  1980 
summer  encampment.  Poole  testified  that  he 
has  been  a  member  of  Parsonage  Camp  since 
1973,  and  that  he  attended  the  1980  Grove  fes¬ 
tivities  on  all  three  weekends.187  Poole  had  an 
independent  recollection  of  seeing  Casey  at  the 
Grove  during  the  summer  of  1980  as  a  guest  of 
Darrell  Trent.188  Although  he  had  no  documen¬ 
tation,  his  best  recollection  was  that  Casey  was 
at  the  Grove  during  the  middle  weekend.189 
Poole  also  recalled  that  he  and  Trent  were 
both  present  for  the  taking  of  a  camp  photo¬ 
graph,  and  testified  that  this  photograph  usual¬ 
ly  is  taken  on  the  middle  weekend.190  Poole’s 
testimony  was  corroborated  by  McGowan,  who 
told  the  Task  Force  that  the  1980  summer 
camp  photo  in  his  possession  has  a  sticker  on 
the  back  bearing  the  date  July  27,  1980. 191 

The  Task  Force  also  obtained  testimony 
from  Matthew  McGowan  regarding  the  1980 
Bohemian  Grove  encampment.  McGowan  re¬ 
called  that  he  attended  all  three  weekends 
during  the  summer  of  1980,  that  Casey  was  at 
the  Grove  as  Darrell  Trent’s  guest,  and  that 
McGowan  was  introduced  to  Casey  at  the 
Grove.192  McGowan  also  identified  himself  and 
Bernard  Smith  in  a  group  photograph  taken  at 
Parsonage  Camp  on  July  27,  1980,  but  he 


could  not  recall  whether  he  saw  Casey  at  Bohe¬ 
mian  Grove  during  the  weekend  on  which  this 
photograph  was  taken.193 

McGowan  also  provided  the  Task  Force  with 
a  copy  of  pages  from  his  calendar  for  July  and 
August  1980. 194  These  calendar  pages  show  the 
following: 

July  17:  “Went  to  the  Grove.  Parsonage 
Camp  dinner.”195 

July  18:  “At  the  Grove.  Alden  Yates  joined  us 
as  my  guest.” 

July  19:  “At  the  Grove.  Alden  Yates  my 
guest.” 

July  20:  “Returned  home  from  the  Grove.” 

July  25:  “Went  to  the  Grove.  Alden  Yates  my 
guest.” 

July  26:  No  calendar  entry. 

July  27:  No  calendar  entry. 

July  31:  “Went  to  the  Grove.  Yates  not  a 
guest.” 

August  1:  “At  the  Grove.” 

August  2:  “At  the  Grove.” 

August  3:  “1980  Bohemian  Grove  Encamp¬ 
ment  closed  this  date.  A  very  good  encamp¬ 
ment  for  me.  We  had  Bill  Casey,  Gov.  Reagan’s 
campaign  mgr.  as  our  guest  this  last  weekend.” 

On  its  face,  McGowan’s  calendar  entry  for 
August  3,  1980,  indicates  that  Casey  was  at  the 
Bohemian  Grove  on  that  date.  In  weighing  this 
entry  against  other  evidence,  however,  the  Task 
Force  has  concluded  that  it  was  much  more 
likely  that  Casey  attended  the  Bohemian  Grove 
on  the  weekend  of  July  25-27,  and  that  he  was 
not  there  on  the  weekend  of  August  1-3. 
McGowan  told  the  Task  Force  that  the  date  on 
which  a  certain  entry  appears  in  his  calendar 
does  not  necessarily  correspond  to  the  actual 
date  of  the  event  for  which  the  entry  was 
made.196  In  this  regard,  he  did  not  rule  out  the 
possibility  that  the  reference  to  “last  weekend” 
in  the  calendar  entry  for  August  3  actually  per¬ 
tains  to  the  middle  weekend  of  July  25-27. 197 

In  contrast,  Bernard  Smith  provided  credible 
testimonial  and  documentary  evidence  that  he 
attended  only  one  weekend  at  the  1980  Bohe¬ 
mian  Grove — the  middle  weekend — and  that  he 
saw  Casey  on  several  occasions  during  that 
weekend.  Darrell  Trent  testified  that  Casey  was 
his  guest  on  only  one  of  the  three  weekends. 
Warren  Poole  had  a  specific  recollection  that 
Casey  was  at  the*  Grove  on  the  middle  week¬ 
end,  and  testified  that  a  camp  photograph  in 
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which  Bernard  Smith  appears  probably  was 
taken  on  the  middle  weekend.  Given  the  nature 
and  quality  of  this  evidence,  and  McGowan’s 
testimony  regarding  the  potential  inaccuracy  of 
his  calendar  entry  for  August  3,  the  Task  Force 
believes  that  the  great  weight  of  evidence 
places  Casey  at  the  Bohemian  Grove  on  the 
weekend  of  July  25-27,  1980. 

In  any  event,  the  Task  Force  has  determined 
that  Casey  almost  certainly  could  not  have  trav¬ 
eled  to  Madrid  on  the  weekend  of  August  1-3, 
1980.  Credible  testimonial  and  documentary 
evidence  establishes  that  Casey  was  in  Los  An¬ 
geles  on  Friday,  August  1,  attending  a  meeting 
of  Reagan’s  domestic  policy  advisors  and  senior 
campaign  staff.198  The  evidence  also  suggests 
that  Casey  was  home  in  Long  Island,  New  York 
on  Saturday,  August  2.  Richard  Allen’s  notes 
for  that  day  contain  Casey’s  name  and  phone 
number  in  Long  Island  among  notes  relating  to 
other  telephone  calls  that  day. 199  At  his  deposi¬ 
tion,  Allen  interpreted  this  note  to  mean  that 
he  had  initiated  a  call  to  Casey  in  Long  Island 
on  August  2. 200  Another  document  from  Allen’s 
personal  records  contains  a  handwritten  nota¬ 
tion  suggesting  that  Allen  spoke  to  Casey  in 
the  late  afternoon.201 

The  possibility  that  Casey  met  with  Iranians 
on  the  weekend  of  August  1-3  is  further  obvi¬ 
ated  by  evidence  regarding  Cyrus  Hashemi’s 
whereabouts  during  the  first  week  in  August 
1980.  According  to  Stanley  Pottinger’s  tele¬ 
phone  records  and  time  sheets,  Pottinger  called 
Hashemi  on  Friday,  August  1,  at  his  New  York 
office  from  London,  where  Pottinger  among 
other  things,  was  trying  to  secure  crude  oil 
supply  contracts  for  Hashemi.202  According  to 
an  entry  in  two  of  John  Shaheen’s  calendars  for 
1980,  Hashemi  also  apparently  had  lunch  on 
August  1  with  John  Shaheen  in  New  York.203 
On  Saturday,  August  2,  a  one-minute  call  was 
made  at  2:11  p.m.  from  Hashemi’s  home  in 
Wilton,  Connecticut  to  the  home  of  his  secre¬ 
tary,  Alanna  Torres.204  On  the  same  day,  Stan¬ 
ley  Pottinger,  then  in  Geneva,  Switzerland, 
made  a  15  minute  plane  call  to  Cyrus  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  home  in  Wilton,  Connecticut.  On  Sunday, 
August  3,  Cyrus  made  a  telephone  call  the  resi¬ 
dence  of  an  Iranian  living  in  the  United  States 
who  was  under  electronic  surveillance  for  pos¬ 
sible  terrorist  activity.  During  this  call,  Cyrus 
told  the  individual  that  he  was  calling  from  St. 
Louis,  Missouri.  For  the  reasons  stated  above, 


the  Task  Force  believes  that  the  calls  to  Torres 
were  made  by  Cyrus  Hashemi. 

Although  the  Task  Force  has  concluded  that 
Casey  attended  the  middle  weekend  of  the 
1980  Bohemian  Grove,  the  date  on  which 
Casey  arrived  at  the  Grove  is  uncertain.  Trent 
recalled  walking  into  Casey’s  campaign  office  in 
the  Century  City  section  of  Los  Angeles,  pick¬ 
ing  up  Casey,  and  flying  with  Casey  to  San 
Francisco.  He  did  not  recall  precisely  when  he 
went  to  Casey’s  office  in  Los  Angeles,  but  he 
said  that  it  is  “customary”  to  leave  Los  Angeles 
for  San  Francisco  at  “about  noon”  in  order  to 
“beat  the  traffic”  in  driving  out  to  the  Bohemi¬ 
an  Grove.205  Trent  did  have  a  specific  recollec¬ 
tion  of  driving  with  Casey  from  San  Francisco 
to  the  Bohemian  Grove.206 

Trent  was  not  certain  whether  he  picked  up 
Casey  in  Los  Angeles  on  Thursday,  July  24,  or 
Friday,  July  25. 207  He  acknowledged  that 
charges  on  his  bill  for  Thursday,  July  24 
“would  seem  to  indicate”  that  he  was  at  the 
Bohemian  Grove  on  that  day.208  He  stated, 
however,  that  “it  would  probably  make  more 
sense  for  me  to  have  come  up  on  Friday  from 
Los  Angeles  than  on  Thursday.  .  .  .”  209  He 
also  suggested  that  the  Bohemian  Grove’s 
records  might  be  incorrect.210 

Other  evidence  regarding  Casey’s  where¬ 
abouts,  however,  militates  against  the  possibili¬ 
ty  that  Casey  and  Trent  arrived  at  the  Bohemi¬ 
an  Grove  on  Thursday,  July  24.  On  that  day, 
Casey  was  photographed  accepting  a  campaign 
check  for  $24.9  million  from  the  Federal  Elec¬ 
tion  Commission  in  Washington,  D.C.211  In  ad¬ 
dition,  an  invoice  from  the  Metropolitan  Club 
in  Washington,  D.C.,  where  Casey  was  a 
member,  shows  a  charge  for  July  24  for  the  use 
of  a  telephone.212 

On  Friday,  July  25,  Casey  apparently  flew  on 
the  Eastern  Airline  shuttle  between  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  and  New  York.213  A  signed  receipt  for 
a  shuttle  ticket  bearing  this  date  was  found 
among  Casey’s  personal  records  at  his  home  in 
McLean,  Virginia.214  The  receipt  does  not  indi¬ 
cate  whether  Casey  was  flying  to  New  York  or 
to  Washington.  Nor  is  it  clear  what  time  of  day 
Casey  made  this  flight.215 

The  Task  Force  obtained  credible  testimonial 
evidence  regarding  Casey’s  departure  from  Bo¬ 
hemian  Grove.  Darrell  Trent  testified  that  he 
drove  Casey  on  a  Sunday  afternoon  from  the 


Grove  to  the  airport  in  San  Francisco.216  Trent 
specifically  recalled  stopping  to  have  lunch  with 
Casey  on  the  way  back  to  San  Francisco.217 
Trent  further  recalled  that  Casey  was  flying 
from  San  Francisco  to  London,  although  he 
could  not  explain  the  basis  for  that  recollec¬ 
tion.216 

The  London  Conference.  The  Task  Force  ob¬ 
tained  voluminous  credible  testimonial  and 
documentary  evidence  regarding  Casey’s  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  1980  Anglo-American  Confer¬ 
ence  on  the  History  of  the  Second  World  War, 
which  took  place  between  July  28-31,  1980. 
When  viewed  as  a  whole,  this  evidence  makes  it 
practically  impossible  for  Casey  to  have  attend¬ 
ed  meetings  in  Madrid  during  his  stay  abroad. 

As  a  preliminary  matter,  there  is  substantial 
evidence — both  documentary  and  testimonial — 
that  Casey’s  attendance  at  the  London  confer¬ 
ence  was  not  a  pretext  for  going  to  Madrid.  As 
early  as  January  11,  1979 — ten  months  before 
Ronald  Reagan  formally  declared  his  candidacy 
for  the  presidency — Professor  Arthur  Funk, 
Chairman  of  the  American  Committee  on  the 
History  of  the  Second  World  War,  wrote  to 
Casey  and  invited  him  to  present  a  paper  at  the 
conference.219  In  a  March  letter,  Funk  stated 
that  he  already  had  the  “tentative  acceptance’’ 
of  nine  people  to  present  papers  at  the  confer¬ 
ence,  including  Casey.220  Richard  Wirthlin,  a 
senior  official  in  the  Reagan  presidential  cam¬ 
paign,  testified  that  he  was  aware  of  Casey’s 
plans  to  attend  the  London  conference  “early 
in  the  campaign  cycle.’’  221 

As  the  date  for  the  conference  drew  closer, 
the  Imperial  War  Museum  received  word  about 
Casey’s  expected  arrival  date.  On  July  16, 
1980,  Professor  Arthur  Funk  telephoned  Jona¬ 
than  Chadwick  at  the  Museum  to  inform  Chad¬ 
wick  that  Casey  would  arrive  on  July  29, 
1980. 222  It  had  been  decided  earlier  that  Casey 
would  likely  stay  at  the  Royal  Army  Medical 
College,  where  a  number  of  the  attendees  and 
speakers  at  the  conference  would  be  staying.223 

For  administrative  purposes,  Chadwick  pre¬ 
pared  two  charts  for  the  conference.  The  first 
chart  was  a  detailed  list  of  speakers  and  atten¬ 
dees  which  graphed  the  scheduled  events 
during  the  four-day  conference  and  noted 
which  attendees  were  expected  at  what 
events.224  The  second  was  an  accommodation 
chart  noting  the  expected  accommodations  for 
the  speakers  at  the  conference.  The  purpose  of 


the  first  chart  was  essentially  to  note  who 
would  be  attending  which  event — a  concern 
brought  on  both  by  the  capacity  of  the  room  in 
which  the  conference  was  to  be  held  as  well  as 
a  desire  on  the  part  of  the  organizers  to  pay  for 
no  more  meals  than  were  expected  to  be  con¬ 
sumed.225  Chadwick  told  the  Task  Force  that 
throughout  the  pre-conference  preparation 
period,  he  made  notations  on  this  chart  regard¬ 
ing  his  expectations  of  when  various  individuals 
would  attend  the  conference.226  Chadwick  ex¬ 
plained  that  he  put  a  penciled  check  in  the  ap¬ 
propriate  box  on  the  chart  to  indicate  the  ex¬ 
pected  attendance  of  a  given  conferee  at  a  par¬ 
ticular  event.  Conversely,  he  put  an  “X’’  on  the 
chart  when  the  individual  was  not  expected  to 
attend  a  particular  session.227  If  a  change  in 
what  was  expected  took  place,  an  ink  check  or 
“X’’  would  be  put  in  the  appropriate  box.  Since 
there  were  sixty-seven  names  and  some  fifteen 
events,  the  chart  had  over  a  thousand  boxes.226 

Certain  details  of  Casey’s  travel  from  the 
United  States  to  England  remain  unclear.  As 
discussed  above,  Darrell  Trent  testified  that  he 
took  Casey  to  the  airport  in  San  Francisco  on 
the  afternoon  he  believed  of  Sunday,  July  27. 229 
Trent  also  recalled  that  Casey  was  flying  to 
London  that  day.230  The  Task  Force  has  been 
unable  to  establish  Casey’s  flight  itinerary  to 
London,  or  precisely  when  Casey  arrived  in 
England.231  It  has  learned,  however,  that  there 
was  a  British  Airways  flight  scheduled  to  depart 
San  Francisco  International  Airport  on  Sunday, 
July  27,  at  6:00  p.m.  (California  time),  and  to 
arrive  at  Heathrow  Airport  at  noon,  London 
time.232 

The  opening  session  of  the  conference  took 
place  between  9:30-11:00  a.m.  on  Monday,  July 
28. 233  This  session  was  followed  by  a  coffee 
break  between  11:00-11:30  a.m.,  a  session  on 
China  between  11:30  a.m.  and  1:00  p.m.,  lunch 
between  1:00-2:30  p.m.,  and  a  final  session  on 
Russia  between  2:30-4:00  p.m.  Tea  was  served 
between  4:00-4:30  p.m.,  and  at  6:15  there  was 
a  formal  reception  at  the  Imperial  War 
Museum  hosted  by  the  Trustees  of  the  Imperial 
War  Museum  and  the  British  National  Commit¬ 
tee. 

The  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  Casey 
did  not  attend  the  morning  sessions  on  the  first 
day  of  the  conference,  and  that  he  probably  did 
not  appear  at  the  conference  until  late  in  the 
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afternoon.  Although  the  official  attendance 
chart  for  the  conference  shows  Casey  present 
at  these  sessions  (as  well  as  at  lunch),  the  Task 
Force  has  determined  that  the  chart  contains 
inaccuracies  regarding  the  attendance  of  both 
Casey  and  other  conference  participants,  there¬ 
by  diminishing  its  reliability  as  an  accurate 
record  of  the  proceedings.234 

The  final  attendance  chart,  which  Chadwick 
maintained  and  revised  throughout  the  confer¬ 
ence,  shows  Casey  present  at  all  of  the  events 
for  July  28. 235  Chadwick  explained  that  since 
Casey  was  not  expected  until  July  29,  he  initial¬ 
ly  penciled  in  “X’s”  for  Casey  through  the  first 
three  sessions  and  lunch  on  July  28.  The  final 
version  of  the  chart,  however,  reflects  an  ink 
checkmark  for  the  three  sessions  and  lunch  on 
July  28.  According  to  Chadwick,  the  supersed¬ 
ing  ink  checkmarks  indicate  that  Casey  arrived 
unexpectedly  for  the  opening  session  on  July 
28. 236  Chadwick’s  chart,  however,  shows  that 
for  the  afternoon  session  on  Russia,  a  penciled 
"X”  is  covered  by  what  appears  to  be  an  ink 
checkmark,  which  has  a  diagonal  ink  line 
through  it  making  it  appear  to  be  an  “X”.237  To 
add  to  the  confusion,  the  box  concerning 
Casey’s  attendance  at  the  afternoon  session 
contains  the  handwritten  annotation  “came  at 
4:00  p.m.*’  238  Chadwick  identified  the  hand¬ 
written  annotation  as  his  own  handwriting  and, 
based  on  the  chart,  testified  that  Casey  must 
have  come  into  the  conference  room  toward 
the  end  of  the  session  on  Russia.239  Chadwick 
also  explained  that  when  the  afternoon  session 
began,  he  saw  that  Casey  was  not  present  and 
converted  the  ink  check  into  an  “X”  by  draw¬ 
ing  a  diagonal  line  through  it.240  He  further  tes¬ 
tified  that  when  he  noticed  Casey  came  into  the 
room  later,  he  added  the  annotation  about 
Casey’s  arrival  at  4:00  p.m.241  Credible  sworn 
testimony  supports  the  proposition  that  Casey 
was  absent  from  the  morning  sessions  on  July 
28  and  refutes  the  checkmarks  on  Chadwick’s 
chart  to  the  contrary.  Robert  Dallek,  an  Ameri¬ 
can  professor  who  presented  a  paper  on  China 
between  11:30  a.m.  and  1:00  p.m.,  gave  credi¬ 
ble  testimony  that  Casey  was  not  in  attendance 
during  Dallek’s  presentation.242  Dallek  recalled 
that  he  was  eager  to  “strut  my  stuff”  in  front  of 
Casey,  that  he  looked  around  the  conference 
room  for  Casey,  and  that  Casey  never  appeared 
during  Dallek’s  presentation.243  Dallek  also  re¬ 
called  a  statement  made  at  the  conference  pro¬ 


ceedings  on  Monday  that  Casey  had  been  de¬ 
layed  by  business,  although  he  could  not  recall 
who  made  the  statement,  whether  the  state¬ 
ment  was  made  in  the  morning  or  afternoon, 
or  whether  the  statement  was  in  the  form  of  a 
formal  announcement.244 

Sir  James  Murray,  one  of  the  British  partici¬ 
pants  at  the  conference,  testified  that  he  was 
introduced  to  Casey  on  Monday,  July  28,  by  Sir 
William  Deakin,  the  British  co-chairman  of  the 
conference.245  He  was  certain  that  the  introduc¬ 
tion  took  place  “in  the  course  of  proceedings” 
that  day  and  that  the  introduction  was  made  in 
the  conference  room.246  He  recalled  that  the  in¬ 
troduction  “wasn’t  in  the  morning,”  but  he 
could  not  remember  precisely  when  it  oc¬ 
curred.247 

There  is  also  credible  testimonial  and  docu¬ 
mentary  evidence  that  Casey  attended  the 
formal  reception  at  6:15  p.m.  At  least  five 
people  testified  that  they  saw  Casey  at  this  re¬ 
ception:  Professor  Robert  Dallek,  Professor 
Jones,  Jonathan  Chadwick,  Sir  James  Murray, 
and  Professor  Donald  Watt.248  Three  of  these 
individuals — Dallek,  Jones,  and  Murray — specif¬ 
ically  recalled  talking  with  Casey  during  the  re¬ 
ception.249 

After  the  reception,  Professor  Reginald  Jones 
took  Casey,  Arthur  Funk,  and  Harold  Deutsch 
to  dinner  as  his  guests  at  the  Caledonian  Club 
in  London.250  As  Jones  recalled  the  evening, 
the  group  did  not  arrive  at  the  club  until  8:30 
p.m.251  After  dinner,  Jones  put  the  group  in  a 
taxi,  and  he  walked  back  to  his  hotel.252 

The  Task  Force  also  has  obtained  an  invoice 
relating  to  Casey’s  activities  in  London  on  July 
28. 253  The  invoice,  which  is  dated  August  27, 
1980,  is  addressed  to  Casey  from  Hatchard’s,  a 
book  store  located  in  the  Piccadilly  section  of 
London,  and  it  shows  that  Casey  purchased 
four  books  on  July  28. 254  The  Task  Force  has 
concluded  that  Casey  most  likely  went  to  Hat¬ 
chard’s  between  the  time  he  checked  into  the 
Royal  Army  Medical  College  and  his  late  after¬ 
noon  appearance  at  the  conference.  There  is 
no  evidence  that  Casey  left  the  Imperial  War 
Museum  between  the  time  of  his  arrival  in  late 
afternoon  and  his  departure  for  dinner  with 
Professor  Jones,  and  Jones’  testimony  indicates 
that  he  and  Casey  did  not  finish  dinner  until 
late  in  the  evening.255 


In  light  of  the  substantial  evidence  regarding 
Casey’s  whereabouts  on  July  28,  the  Task  Force 
believes  that  it  can  explain  how  and  when 
Casey  arrived  in  England.  The  Task  Force  be¬ 
lieves  that  Casey  most  probably  took  the  British 
Airways  flight  that  departed  San  Francisco  on 
July  27  at  6:00  p.m.  As  mentioned  above,  this 
flight  was  due  to  arrive  at  Heathrow  at  noon, 
London  time.  Assuming  that  the  flight  was  on 
time,  and  that  it  takes  approximately  one  hour 
to  one  and  one-half  hours  between  landing  and 
arrival  by  ground  transportation  in  London, 
Casey  probably  arrived  at  the  Royal  Army  Med¬ 
ical  College  by  approximately  1:00,  or  1:30 
p.m.  After  checking  into  the  College,  Casey 
probably  washed  up  from  his  trip  and  rested. 
By  around  2:30,  Casey  probably  went  to  Hat- 
chard’s — a  taxi  ride  estimated  to  be  between 
twenty  and  thirty  minutes.256  By  the  time  he  ar¬ 
rived  at  Hatchard’s,  it  was  probably  close  to 
3:00  p.m.  By  the  time  Casey  selected  and  pur¬ 
chased  his  books,  it  was  probably  time  to  leave 
for  the  Imperial  War  Museum,  where  he  was 
first  spotted  at  about  4:00  p.m. 

What  is  known  for  sure  is  that  the  following 
morning  (i.e.,  Tuesday,  July  29),  Robert  Dallek 
had  an  early  breakfast  with  Casey  in  the  “com¬ 
mons  room’’  at  the  Royal  Army  Medical  Col¬ 
lege.257  Dallek  gave  credible  testimony  that  he 
was  the  only  person  having  breakfast  in  the 
commons  room  when  Casey  walked  in  and  sat 
down  at  Dallek’s  table.258  He  specifically  re¬ 
called  telling  Casey  a  joke  and  discussing 
Ronald  Reagan’s  acceptance  speech  at  the  Re¬ 
publican  convention.259  After  breakfast,  accord¬ 
ing  to  Dallek’s  testimony,  he  and  Casey  went  to 
the  Imperial  War  Museum  to  attend  that  morn¬ 
ing’s  conference  proceedings.260 

According  to  the  conference  schedule,  Casey 
delivered  his  paper  between  9:30-11:00  a.m. 
Dallek  specifically  recalled  attending  Casey’s 
presentation,  as  did  Chadwick.261  The  Task 
Force  was  unable  to  confirm  whether  Casey  at¬ 
tended  the  next  session  of  the  conference, 
which  took  place  between  11:30  a.m.-l:00 
p.m.,  but  the  attendance  chart  maintained  by 
Chadwick  shows  Casey  present  at  this  ses¬ 
sion.262 

In  any  event,  there  is  credible  testimonial 
and  documentary  evidence  that  Casey  attended 
lunch  at  the  Imperial  War  Museum,  which 
began  at  1:00  p.m.  Sir  James  Murray  specifical¬ 
ly  recalled  having  lunch  with  Casey,  and  his 


diary  contains  an  entry  showing  that  he  had 
lunch  with  Casey  at  1:00  p.m.  on  July  29, 
1980. 263  Murray  also  recalled  that,  during 
lunch,  he  and  Casey  discussed  Casey’s  presen¬ 
tation  from  earlier  that  morning,  and  whether 
Casey  had  known  some  of  Murray’s  war-time 
colleagues  from  British  intelligence.264 

Following  lunch,  an  afternoon  session  began 
at  2:30  p.m.  pertaining  to  “the  Italian  Cam¬ 
paign.’’  Chadwick’s  attendance  chart  shows 
Casey  present  at  this  session.265  The  Task 
Force,  however,  was  unable  to  obtain  any  evi¬ 
dence  to  corroborate  the  entry  on  Chadwick’s 
chart.  Chadwick  had  no  independent  recollec¬ 
tion  of  seeing  Casey  either  at  the  afternoon 
session  or  the  session  between  1 1:30- 1:00. 266 
Murray,  for  his  part,  did  not  recall  if  Casey  re¬ 
turned  to  the  conference  after  lunch.267 

The  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  Casey 
left  London  some  time  during  the  afternoon  or 
evening  of  July  29.  British  Airways  Concorde 
flights  were  scheduled  to  leave  Heathrow  Air¬ 
port  for  Washington,  D.C.  at  6:30  p.m.,  arriv¬ 
ing  in  Washington  at  5:55  p.m.268  Other  British 
Air  flights  were  scheduled  to  depart  Heathrow 
at  3:00  p.m.,  arriving  in  New  York  at  5:35  p.m.; 
and  at  6:15  p.m.,  arriving  in  New  York  at  9:05 
p.m. 

Chadwick’s  attendance  chart  shows  Casey  to 
be  absent  at  all  conference  events  on  July 
29-30,  and  none  of  the  conference  participants 
that  the  Task  Force  interviewed  recalled  seeing 
Casey  on  July  30. 269  Moreover,  there  is  credible 
documentary  evidence  that  Casey  was  back  in 
the  United  States  on  July  30.  Casey’s  calendar 
for  July  30,  1980,  contains  the  following  entry 
for  6:45  p.m.:  “Dinner — George  Bush — Alibi 
Club.’’  270  Casey  also  was  interviewed  at  Reagan 
campaign  headquarters  on  July  30  by  ABC 
News  correspondent  Barry  Serafin.271 

A  Return  to  Madrid ?  As  discussed  above,  Jam- 
shid  Hashemi  has  alleged  that  William  Casey 
returned  to  Madrid  in  August  1980  for  a 
second  round  of  meetings  with  Mehdi  Karrubi, 
Hassan  Karrubi,  Jamshid,  and  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi.272  Jamshid’s  testimony  regarding  when 
the  second  round  of  meetings  occurred,  howev¬ 
er,  is  contradictory.  At  his  deposition,  Jamshid 
initially  testified  that  14-17  days  elapsed  be¬ 
tween  the  first  and  second  rounds  of  meetings 
in  Madrid.273  Under  this  scenario,  the  second 
Madrid  meetings  would  have  begun  on  or 
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about  August  15,  and  would  have  continued 
until  about  August  17.274  Later,  Jamshid  testi¬ 
fied  that  the  dates  shown  in  the  records  from 
the  Plaza  Hotel  correspond  to  when  the  meet¬ 
ings  in  Madrid  occurred.275  According  to  this 
testimony,  the  most  likely  period  for  the 
second  set  of  meetings  would  be  between 
August  8— when  “Ali  Balanian”  (Jamshid’s 
alias)  checked  into  the  Plaza  Hotel — and 
August  13,  when  “Ali  Balanian”  checked  out. 

The  Task  Force  could  not  resolve  this  incon¬ 
sistency  in  Jamshid’s  testimony.  Consequently, 
the  Task  Force  took  the  most  liberal  approach 
possible  and  treated  the  period  of  August 
8-August  17  as  the  operative  “window”  of  time 
for  assessing  Jamshid’s  allegations  that  a 
second  round  of  meetings  occurred. 

The  Task  Force  has  found  substantial  credi¬ 
ble  evidence  regarding  Casey’s  whereabouts 
during  this  time  period.276 

— On  August  7,  when  Casey  probably  would 
have  departed  the  United  States  for  a 
meeting  on  August  8,  Casey  went  to  the 
Romeo  Salta  restaurant  in  New  York.277 
Casey’s  appointment  calendar  for  that  day 
also  shows  an  entry  at  9:30  a.m.  captioned 
“Debate  Strategy  Meeting”  and  an  ap¬ 
pointment  at  1:00  with  his  dentist  in  New 
York,  Dr.  Grayson.278 

—On  August  8,  Casey  was  scheduled  for  an 
8:15  a.m.  appointment  with  Dr.  Grayson,  a 
1:00  appointment  with  Pete  Dailey,  and 
dinner  with  Eugene  McCarthy.279  The  Task 
Force  also  located  a  receipt  for  the  Creek 
Club,  an  exclusive  country  club  in  Long 
Island  to  which  Casey  belonged,  which 
shows  charges  on  this  date  for  food.280 

— The  Task  Force  was  unable  to  obtain  in¬ 
formation  regarding  Casey’s  schedule  for 
August  9. 

— On  August  10,  Casey  was  in  Chicago,  Illi¬ 
nois  for  the  first  day  of  a  three-day  nation¬ 
al  conference  of  Republican  State  Chair¬ 
man.  Frank  Fahrenkopf  and  Frederick  K. 
Biebel,  who  also  attended  the  conference, 
each  gave  sworn  testimony  that  they  re¬ 
called  driving  with  Casey  from  O’Hare  Air¬ 
port  to  the  conference  on  the  first  day  of 
the  conference.281  Both  men  also  testified 
that  Casey  was  present  for  all  three  days  of 
the  conference. 


— On  August  1 1 ,  the  first  day  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  National  Convention,  Casey’s  calen¬ 
dars  indicate  that  he  was  scheduled  to 
meet  with  Republican  State  chairmen.282 
Credible  testimony  from  Frank  Fahrenkopf 
and  Frederick  K.  Biebel  indicate  that  Casey 
was  in  Chicago  attending  the  second  day  of 
the  national  conference  of  Republican 
State  Chairman.283 

— According  to  credible  testimony  from  Fah¬ 
renkopf  and  Biebel,  Casey  returned  to 
Washington,  D.C.  from  the  national  con¬ 
ference  of  Republican  State  Chairman  at 
some  point  on  August  12,  where  the  con¬ 
ference  concluded.  Both  Fahrenkopf  and 
Biebel  recalled  driving  to  O’Hare  Airport 
with  Casey  (as  well  as  with  each  other)  for 
the  return  trip  to  Washington.284 

— Thomas  Casey  (no  relation),  who  worked 
as  Casey’s  personal  driver  during  the 
summer  of  1980,  gave  credible  testimony 
that  he  took  Casey  to  a  restaurant  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  on  the  night  of  August  12, 
where  Casey  watched  a  speech  by  Senator 
Edward  Kennedy  to  the  Democratic  Na¬ 
tional  Convention.285  Casey  vividly  recalled 
listening  to  Kennedy’s  speech  in  the  car 
while  he  waited  for  Casey  and  his  wife  to 
finish  dinner  inside  the  restaurant.286 

— Casey’s  calendars  for  August  13  include 
appointments  at  3:00  p.m.  with  Bob  Gorm- 
ley,  at  5:00  p.m.  with  “Pete  Dailey  et  al,” 
and  at  7:00  p.m.  with  “Gant.”  287 

— On  August  14 — his  putative  first  day  back 
from  the  alleged  meetings  in  Madrid — 
Casey  appeared  on  an  ABC  television  pro¬ 
gram,  where  he  was  interviewed  by  Bar¬ 
bara  Walters.288  His  calendars  for  his  date 
show  a  7:00  a.m.  staff  meeting,  an  11:30 
a.m.  meeting  with  Drew  Lewis,  a  3:00  p.m. 
meeting  with  Charlie  Peckham,  and  dinner 
at  8:15  p.m.  at  Sans  Souci,  a  restaurant  in 
Washington,  D.C.  The  Task  Force  has  also 
obtained  an  American  Express  receipt 
signed  by  Casey  for  a  meal  on  this  date  at 
Sans  Souci.289 

— On  August  15,  Casey’s  calendars  show  a 
meeting  between  9:30-11:30  a.m.  with 
Peter  White.290 


— The  Task  Force  was  unable  to  obtain  in¬ 
formation  regarding  Casey’s  schedule  for 
the  weekend  of  August  16-17. 

In  sum,  with  the  exception  of  August  9  and 
the  weekend  of  August  16-17,  the  Task  Force 
has  obtained  credible  documentary  and  testi¬ 
monial  evidence  which  practically  eliminates 
the  possibility  that  Casey  attended  a  second  set 
of  meetings  in  Spain  in  August  1980.  The  Task 
Force  has  seen  no  evidence  that  Casey  was  out¬ 
side  of  the  United  States  on  Saturday,  August  9 
or  the  weekend  of  August  16- 17. 291 

With  the  assistance  of  Stanley  Pottinger’s 
records,  the  Task  Force  has  been  able  to  estab¬ 
lish  much  of  the  whereabouts  of  the  other  cen¬ 
tral  character  in  the  Madrid  allegation,  Cyrus 
Hashemi,  during  the  period  of  August  8-17, 
1980. 

— On  August  8,  a  5-minute  call  was  placed  at 
8:15  a.m.  to  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  in 
Wilton  from  LaGuardia  Airport  in  New 
York  on  Stanley  Pottinger’s  credit  card.  292 
At  3:57  p.m.,  a  5-minute  call  was  made 
from  Pottinger’s  office  in  Washington, 
D.C.  to  Hashemi’s  office  in  New  York.  Pot¬ 
tinger’s  time  sheet  for  this  day  indicate 
that  he  participated  in  telephone  confer¬ 
ences  concerning  a  libel  lawsuit  filed  by 
Cyrus  Hashemi.293 

— On  August  10,  Pottinger  called  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  at  10:20  a.m.  for  2  minutes  at  his 
home  in  Wilton  from  Bayshore,  New 
York.294  At  10:51  a.m.,  another  2-minute 
call  was  placed  to  Hashemi’s  home  from 
Bayshore.295 

— On  August  11,  Cyrus  Hashemi  met  with 
Stanley  Pottinger  at  JFK  Airport  in  New 
York  prior  to  Hashemi’s  departure  for 
London.296  Later  that  day,  Pottinger  sent  a 
telex  to  Hashemi  at  the  Dorchester  Hotel 
in  London  regarding  negotiations  to  pur¬ 
chase  Iranian  crude  oil.297 

— According  to  Stanley  Pottinger’s  time 
sheets,  Pottinger  made  several  calls  to 
Cyrus  Hashemi  in  London  on  August 
12  298 

— Pottinger’s  time  sheets  for  August  13  do 
not  make  it  clear  whether  he  spoke  with 
Cyrus  Hashemi  on  this  date,  although  they 
do  establish  that  Pottinger  participated  in 


telephone  conferences  relating  to  Ha¬ 
shemi.299 

— Pottinger’s  telephone  records  and  time 
sheets  for  August  14  establish  that  he 
called  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  London  for  4 
minutes  at  3:00  p.m.  from  Pottinger’s 
office  in  Washington,  D.C.300  They  also  es¬ 
tablish  that  Pottinger  called  Cyrus  again  at 
3:25  p.m.  for  21  minutes.301 

— A  note  in  one  of  Pottinger’s  files,  com¬ 
bined  with  telephone  records,  establish 
that  on  August  15,  Pottinger  called  Cyrus 
Hashemi  at  his  office  at  12:21  p.m.  from 
Pottinger’s  home  in  Bethesda,  Maryland.302 

— The  Task  Force  was  unable  to  establish 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  whereabouts  on  August 
16-17,  1980. 303 

(iii)  Donald  Gregg 

Jamshid  Hashemi  has  alleged  that  Donald 
Gregg  accompanied  William  Casey  to  meetings 
in  Madrid  in  July  and  August  1980.  Credible 
documentary  and  testimonial  evidence  refutes 
this  allegation.  The  Task  Force  deposed 
Donald  Gregg  and  his  wife  Margaret  Gregg. 
Donald  Gregg  provided  the  Task  Force  with  a 
copy  of  his  calendar  for  July  1980. 304  In  addi¬ 
tion,  Mrs.  Gregg  provided  the  Task  Force  with 
a  copy  of  her  diary  for  July  1980. 305 

Referring  to  her  diary,  Mrs.  Gregg  testified 
that  her  sister  and  brother-in-law,  who  reside  in 
Williamsport,  Pennsylvania,  visited  she  and 
Donald  Gregg  on  Friday,  July  25. 306  Mrs.  Gregg 
testified  that  the  four  of  them  attended  a  birth¬ 
day  party  on  that  day  in  Chevy  Chase.307  Mrs. 
Gregg  also  testified  that  on  Saturday,  July  26, 
Donald  Gregg  and  the  rest  of  the  family  trav¬ 
eled  to  a  locale  in  the  Virginia  countryside, 
where  they  spent  the  day.308  An  entry  concern¬ 
ing  the  trip  to  Virginia  on  July  26  is  reflected 
on  the  calendars  of  both  Donald  and  Margaret 
Gregg.309 

On  Sunday,  July  27,  Mrs.  Gregg’s  diary 
shows  the  family  having  brunch  with  Mrs. 
Gregg’s  sister  and  brother-in-law.310  Mrs. 
Gregg  did  not  have  a  specific  recollection  that 
Donald  Gregg  was  home  on  that  day,  but  she 
testified  that  it  was  her  practice  to  note  in  her 
diary  when  Mr.  Gregg  was  out  of  town.311 

Donald  Gregg,  referring  to  his  calendar,  tes¬ 
tified  that  he  traveled  to  the  Special  Training 


Center  (also  known  as  Camp  Perry)  near  Wil¬ 
liamsburg,  Virginia  on  Monday,  July  28,  depart¬ 
ing  by  airplane  from  National  Airport  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.  at  8:30  a.m.312  Gregg  recalled  that 
he  went  to  Camp  Perry  to  give  a  lecture  to  a 
training  class  on  the  use  of  intelligence  by 
senior  government  officials.313 

In  addition,  Gregg  gave  credible  sworn  testi¬ 
mony  that  he  has  never  met  Cyrus  or  Jamshid 
Hashemi,  and  Mrs.  Gregg  testified  that  her 
husband  has  never  mentioned  the  names  of 
Cyrus  or  Jamshid  Hashemi  to  her.314  Mr.  Gregg 
also  testified  that  he  did  not  meet  William 
Casey  until  January  1981. 315 

The  circumstances  of  Gregg’s  position  makes 
it  further  implausible  that  he  could  have  at¬ 
tended  meetings  in  Madrid.  As  mentioned  pre¬ 
viously,  Gregg  was  a  senior  staffperson  on  the 
National  Security  Council  during  the  summer 
of  1980,  responsible  for  intelligence  matters 
and  Asian  affairs.316  He  had  no  oversight  re¬ 
sponsibility  regarding  the  hostage  issue.317  Nor 
was  Gregg  included  in  the  official  distribution 
of  information  on  the  hostage  matter.318 

When  Gregg  joined  the  staff  of  the  NSC  in 
1979,  he  took  the  place  of  Samuel  Hoskinson, 
who  left  to  join  the  presidential  campaign  of 
John  Connally.319  Hoskinson,  who  is  now  Vice 
Chairman  of  the  National  Intelligence  Council, 
testified  regarding  the  administrative  proce¬ 
dures  in  place  when  Zbigniew  Brzezinski 
headed  the  NSC.  According  to  Hoskinson,  the 
NSC  was  a  relatively  small  staff  run  by  Zbig¬ 
niew  Brzezinski  who  ran  a  pretty  tight  ship. 
You  didn’t  do  anything  without  checking  with 
him.  You  presented  him  every  night  a  written 
report  on  your  activities  that  you  conducted 
during  the  day  and  things  you  planned  to  do 
the  next  day.  As  a  senior  staffer  there,  it  is  not 
conceivable  that  you  would  be  able  to  kind  of 
sneak  away.  It  would  have  to  be  approved  by 
the  National  Security  Advisor  personally.  .  .  . 
The  only  way  you  could  leave  would  be  at  his 
direction.320 

Hoskinson  surmised  that  Gregg  “would  have 
been  fired,  at  a  minimum,’’  if  it  had  been  dis¬ 
covered  that  he  had  traveled  to  Madrid  without 
the  authorization  of  Brzezinski.321 

(w)  Mehdi  and  Hassan  Karrubi 

The  Task  Force  is  unaware  of  any  credible 
evidence  to  support  Jamshid  Hashemi’s  allega¬ 
tion  that  Mehdi  and  Hassan  Karrubi  traveled  to 


Madrid  during  the  summer  of  1980.  George 
Cave,  an  expert  on  Iranian  affairs  at  the  CIA 
during  the  period  of  the  hostage  crisis,  testified 
that  it  was  his  recollection  that  Mehdi  Karrubi 
did  not  travel  outside  Iran  for  the  first  time 
until  at  least  1982,  when,  according  to  Cave’s 
recollection,  Karrubi  traveled  to  Lebanon  to  es¬ 
tablish  a  Martyrs  Foundation  there.322  Karrubi 
himself  has  denied  the  allegations  that  he  par¬ 
ticipated  in  meetings  in  Madrid  in  1980.  In  an 
interview  in  Iran  with  reporters  Robert  Parry 
and  Robert  Ross  in  early  1992,  Karrubi  stated 
that  allegations  of  his  involvement  in  any  Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise-related  meetings  in  Europe  are  “a 
total  lie.  The  amusing  part  is  that  I  have  never 
been  to  France  or  Spain.  .  .  I  have  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  such  a  thing.  I  vehemently  deny  it,  and 
I  am  certain  it  isn’t  true.  There  is  absolutely  no 
proof  in  this,  except  a  completely  fabricated 
rumor  which  appears  to  be  linked  to  American 
domestic  politics.  What  difference  would  it 
make  to  us  Iranians  whether  Carter  or  Reagan 
was  in  power?  Firstly,  I  have  no  knowledge  of 
it,  and  secondly,  I  deny  everything.’’  323 

The  Task  Force  did  not  obtain  any  testimoni¬ 
al  or  documentary  evidence  to  refute  Karrubi’s 
denial.  It  did  obtain  circumstantial  evidence, 
however,  that  Karrubi  did  not  travel  outside  of 
Iran  during  the  period  of  the  alleged  meetings 
in  Madrid.  The  Foreign  Broadcast  Information 
Service  (“FBIS’’),  which  monitors  Iranian  radio 
broadcasts  for  the  U.S.  Government,  did  not 
report  any  travel  outside  of  Iran  by  Mehdi  Kar¬ 
rubi  during  the  period  of  July  22  through 
August  13,  1980. 324  In  contrast,  the  official  Ira¬ 
nian  media  did  report  that  Karrubi  headed  an 
Iranian  parliamentary  delegation  to  Lebanon 
and  Syria  in  May  1985. 325 

Admiral  Ahmed  Madani  provided  the  Task 
Force  with  information  regarding  Hassan  Kar¬ 
rubi’s  activities  in  1980.  Madani  testified  that 
he  met  with  Hassan  Karrubi  in  Hamburg,  West 
Germany,  in  approximately  October  1980. 326 
He  also  testified  that  Hassan  Karrubi’s  visit  had 
been  arranged  by  Jamshid  Hashemi,  who 
brought  Hassan  to  see  Madani.327  At  that  time, 
according  to  Madani,  Hassan  Karrubi  was  prin¬ 
cipally  engaged  in  business  activities  (possibly 
including  arms  dealing),  and  “was  not  engaged 
in  politics.’’  328  At  no  time  during  Madani’s  dis¬ 
cussions  with  Hassan  Karrubi  did  Hassan  indi¬ 
cate  that  he  or  Mehdi  Karrubi  had  met  with 


William  Casey  in  Madrid  during  the  prior  July 
or  August.329 

The  Task  Force  obtained  differing  views  on 
whether  Mehdi  Karrubi  would  likely  have  been 
assigned  by  Khomeini  the  task  of  a  meeting 
with  a  representative  of  the  Republican  Party  in 
1980.  According  to  Sadegh  Tabatabai,  who  was 
related  by  marriage  to  Khomeini  and  was  a 
senior  Iranian  official  at  the  time,  Karrubi  was 
well  known  in  Iran  as  president  of  the  Martyr’s 
Foundation,  which  was  “one  of  the  most  fam¬ 
ous  Iranian  revolutionary  institutions  .  .  .”  330 
Karrubi  was  also  a  member  of  the  Majlis  (i.e., 
the  Iranian  parliament). 

Because  of  Karrubi’s  public  prominence,  Ta¬ 
batabai  testified,  it  would  have  been  difficult 
for  Karrubi  to  travel  outside  of  Iran  to  attend 
the  alleged  meetings  in  Madrid  without  attract¬ 
ing  attention  within  Iranian  political  circles.331 
Indeed,  Tabatabai  stated  that  “I  feel  it  would 
have  been  virtually  impossible  for  Mehdi  Kar¬ 
rubi  to  have  done  this,  to  participate  in  these 
meetings  because  of  his  office.”  332  He  added 
that  “I  would  have  had  to  learn  of  it,  at  least 
later.”  Tabatabai  testified  that  he  did  not  learn 
of  the  allegations  relating  to  meetings  between 
Karrubi  and  Casey  until  he  read  about  these  al¬ 
legations  years  later  in  the  press.333 

Another  view  regarding  the  possibility  of 
Mehdi  Karrubi’s  involvement  in  the  alleged 
Madrid  meetings  was  obtained  from  Hamid 
Naghashian.  Naghashian  testified  that  he  pro¬ 
vided  security  for  Ayatollah  Khomeini  in  1980 
and  also  performed  logistics  work  for  the  Revo¬ 
lutionary  Guards.334  After  Iraq’s  invasion  of 
Iran  in  September  1980,  Naghashian  became 
Vice  Minister  of  the  Revolutionary  Guards  in 
charge  of  providing  equipment  and  training  for 
the  volunteer  army  of  Iran.335 

Naghashian  testified  that  he  has  known 
Mehdi  Karrubi  since  prior  to  the  Iranian  revo¬ 
lution,  and  that  he  knows  him  well.336  Referring 
to  the  Madrid  allegations,  Naghashian  told  the 
Task  Force  that  Khomeini  never  would  have 
sent  Karrubi  to  undertake  a  complex  diplomat¬ 
ic  assignment  such  as  meeting  clandestinely 
with  William  Casey.337  He  explained  that  Kar¬ 
rubi  simply  did  not  have  the  intellect  for  such 
an  assignment,  and  that  it  would  have  been  far 
more  likely  for  Khomeini  to  send  someone  like 
Sadegh  Tabatabai.338  Naghashian  added  that 
Karrubi’s  position  in  charge  of  the  Martyrs 
Foundation  evidenced  his  limited  abilities,  ex¬ 


plaining  that  this  position  required  a  strong  re¬ 
ligious  commitment  rather  than  intellectual 
acumen.339 

Hushang  Aryanpour  offered  yet  another  per¬ 
spective  on  Mehdi  Karrubi.  According  to 
Aryanpour,  Karrubi  was  “a  powerful 
man  ...  a  very  close,  reliable  friend  to  .  .  . 
Ayatollah  Khomeini.”  340  In  Aryanpour’s  view, 
Khomeini  would  have  entrusted  a  sensitive  po¬ 
litical  mission  to  Karrubi.341 

In  contrast,  Aryanpour  testified  that  Mehdi 
Karrubi’s  brother  Hassan  was  “nobody  .  .  . 
[j]ust  a  simple  mullah  who  was  a  second, 
maybe  a  third-class  priest  at  one  of  these 
mosques  .  .  .  He  was  the  lowest  possible  rank 
among  the  religious  people.”  342  Moreover, 
Aryanpour  noted,  Hassan  Karrubi  in  1980  was 
“just  a  young  25,  27  years  old.  Nobody.”  343 
Aryanpour  added  that  “after  the  revolution, 
where  [Mehdi]  came  up  as  .  .  .  one  of  the  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  revolutionary  council,  [Hassan] 
became  powerful  ...”  344  Regarding  the  allega¬ 
tions  that  both  Mehdi  and  Hassan  Karrubi  at¬ 
tended  meetings  in  Madrid  with  Casey,  howev¬ 
er,  Aryanpour  testified  that  there  is  “no  way” 
that  Khomeini  would  have  entrusted  Hassan 
Karrubi  with  such  an  assignment.345 

b.  Prosecution  of  the  Hashemi  Brothers 

Another  basis  for  discounting  Jamshid  Ha- 
shemi’s  allegations  relates  to  the  conduct  of 
Jamshid  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  during  their  pros¬ 
ecution  for  illegal  arms  exports  during  the 
period  of  1984-1985.  At  numerous  junctures 
during  the  investigation  into  their  exports  of 
military  equipment,  and  following  their  indict¬ 
ments  in  1984,  Cyrus  and  Jamshid  had  oppor¬ 
tunities  to  offer  information  to  federal  prosecu¬ 
tors  concerning  alleged  contacts  between  the 
1980  Reagan  campaign  and  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment  in  exchange  for  the  government’s  agree¬ 
ment  not  to  indict  or,  later,  to  drop  charges 
against  them.346  Both  brothers,  through  their 
attorneys,  tried  to  persuade  prosecutors  to 
drop  charges,  and  Cyrus’s  attorneys  at  one 
time  issued  a  veiled  threat  to  disclose  informa¬ 
tion  concerning  CIA  assistance  to  Admiral 
Madani  if  his  prosecution  went  forward.347  Jam¬ 
shid,  for  his  part,  also  wrote  a  letter  to  a  senior 
State  Department  official  in  which  he  pointed 
to  prior«assistance  that  he  rendered  to  the  U.S. 
Government.348 


Both  brothers  eventually  cooperated  with 
U.S.  Customs  in  a  sting  operation  as  part  of  a 
deal  to  have  their  charges  dropped.  At  no  time, 
however,  did  either  brother  mention  anything 
to  U.S.  Government  officials  regarding  contact 
in  1980  between  the  Reagan  campaign  and  the 
Iranian  government.349 

Testimony  by  attorneys  who  represented 
Cyrus  Hashemi  in  connection  with  his  prosecu¬ 
tion  is  also  probative  as  to  whether  the  alleged 
contacts  between  the  Reagan  campaign  and  Ira¬ 
nian  officials  took  place.  William  Wachtel,  a 
New  York  attorney  who  served  as  Cyrus  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  principal  criminal  defense  counsel  from 
November  1981  until  his  death  in  July  1986, 
told  the  Task  Force  that  he  has  no  knowledge 
of  any  contact  between  Hashemi  and  William 
Casey.350  Wachtel  also  testified  that,  after  being 
indicted  in  May  1984,  Hashemi  was  desperate 
to  have  charges  against  him  dropped  so  that  he 
could  safely  return  to  the  United  States.351  In 
this  regard,  Wachtel  surmised  that  if  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  had  possessed  information  which  he 
could  have  used  to  blackmail  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  into  dropping  its  prosecution  of  him,  he 
would  neither  have  withheld  such  information 
from  his  attorneys  nor  refrained  from  using 
this  information  to  his  advantage.352 

Former  U.S.  Attorney  General  Elliot  Richard¬ 
son  was  retained  by  William  Wachtel  to  assist 
Wachtel  in  representing  Cyrus  Hashemi  follow¬ 
ing  a  search  of  Hashemi’s  New  York  office  in 
November  1981. 353  Richardson  testified  that 
Cyrus  asked  him  to  contact  John  Shaheen,  a 
mutual  friend  of  Casey  and  Cyrus,354  and  ask 
Shaheen  to  use  his  contacts  with  Casey  on 
behalf  of  Cyrus.355  On  a  parallel  track,  Richard¬ 
son  contacted  Casey  (and  other  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  officials)  directly.356 

Richardson  testified  that  he  has  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  any  meetings  in  Madrid  in  the  summer 
of  1980  involving  Casey  and  Iranian  officials.357 
Indeed,  at  no  time  did  Cyrus  indicate  to  Rich¬ 
ardson  that  Cyrus  had  prior  contact  with 
Casey.358  Conversely,  at  no  time  did  Casey,  in 
his  conversations  with  Richardson,  indicate  that 
he  had  prior  contact  with  Cyrus.359  Further, 
Cyrus  never  suggested  to  Richardson  that  Rich¬ 
ardson  tell  U.S.  Government  officials  with 
whom  he  was  in  contact  that  going  forward 
with  Cyrus’s  prosecution  might  result  in  the 
disclosure  of  embarrassing  or  sensitive  infor¬ 
mation.360  Nor  did  Cyrus  ever  indicate  to  Rich¬ 


ardson  that  he  should  convey  the  notion  to 
Casey  that  Cyrus  possessed  information  about 
Casey  that  Casey  should  consider  in  respond¬ 
ing  to  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  request  for  leniency.361 

c.  Actual  Testimony  of  Individuals  Said 
To  Corroborate  Jamshid  Hashemi 

Of  the  five  individuals  who  reportedly 362 
provided  independent  confirmation  of  Jamshid 
Hashemi’s  account  of  the  Madrid  meetings 
prior  to  the  Task  Force’s  investigation,  three 
(Ahmed  Madani,  Arif  Durrani,  and  Heinrich 
Rupp)  testified  under  oath  that  they  have  no 
knowledge  of  such  meetings.  For  the  reasons 
set  forth  below,  the  Task  Force  determined 
that  the  other  two  individuals  (Richard  Babayan 
and  Ari  Ben-Menashe)  are  not  credible  wit¬ 
nesses. 

(i)  Ahmed  Madani 

Ahmed  Madani  disavows  any  knowledge  of 
the  Madrid  meetings,  as  illustrated  by  the  fol¬ 
lowing  excerpt  from  his  deposition: 

COUNSEL:  Do  you  have  any  specific 
knowledge  of  meetings  in  Spain  in 
1980  between  the  Hashemi  brothers, 
William  Casey,  and  the  Karrubi  broth¬ 
ers? 

MADANI:  I  heard  about  that  in  the 
[Sick]  book.  I  personally  have  no 
knowledge  at  all. 

COUNSEL:  Prior  to  reading  the 
book,  had  you  ever  heard  about  such 
meetings? 

MADANI:  Not  at  all.  No. 

COUNSEL:  Did  Cyrus  ever  tell  you 
that  such  meetings  had  taken  place? 

MADANI:  Never. 

COUNSEL:  Did  Jamshid  ever  tell 
you  that  such  meetings  had  taken 
place? 

MADANI:  Never. 

*  *  *  *  ♦ 

COUNSEL:  Prior  to  reading  the 
book,  had  you,  Admiral  Madani,  ever 
indicated  or  told  anyone  else  that 
meetings  between  the  Karrubis  and 


the  Hashemis  and  William  Casey  took 
place  in  Madrid  in  1980? 

MADANI:  No. 

•  •  •  *  * 

COUNSEL:  During  the  course  of 
your  discussions  with  Hassan  Karrubi 
[in  Germany  in  late  1980],  did  he  ever 
mention  to  you  at  all  that  his  brother 
or  he  had  met  with  William  Casey  in 
Madrid  in  July  and  August  of  1980? 

MADANI:  No. 

COUNSEL:  It  never  came  up? 

MADANI:  No. 

COUNSEL:  He  never  mentioned  it? 

MADANI:  No.  I  never  had  heard 
that  until  it  appeared  in  the  press  and 
it  appeared  in  the  book.  I  never  heard 
about  that  at  all.  363 

Further,  Madani  denied  under  oath  that  he 
told  Gary  Sick  that  he  had  knowledge  about  the 
alleged  meetings  in  Madrid: 

COUNSEL:  During  your  conversa¬ 
tion  with  [Gary  Sick]  prior  to  the  pub¬ 
lication  of  the  book,  did  you  ever  tell 
him  that  you  had  knowledge  of  meet¬ 
ings  in  Madrid  as  alleged  by  Jamshid 
Hashemi? 

MADANI:  My  answer  was,  that  was  a 
question  of  50/50  ...  I  couldn’t  deny, 

I  couldn’t  accept. 

COUNSEL:  Did  you  tell  him  that 
you  were  aware  that  such  meetings 
had  taken  place? 

MADANI:  No. 

COUNSEL:  Would  such  a  statement 
be  false? 

MADANI:  That’s  false.364 
(ii)  Arif  Durrani 

Unlike  Madani,  Arif  Durrani  was  publicly  on 
record  as  alleging  that  he  had  knowledge  about 
meetings  in  Madrid.  As  discussed  above,  Dur¬ 
rani  previously  had  claimed  to  have  learned 
from  Iranian  military  officials  about  meetings  in 
Spain  between  William  Casey  and  Mehdi  Kar¬ 
rubi.365  He  recanted  this  position  at  his  deposi¬ 
tion. 


Durrani  testified  that  three  Iranians  associat¬ 
ed  with  the  Revolutionary  Guard  told  him 
about  meetings  between  Cyrus  Hashemi  and 
Iranian  officials  in  Madrid  in  the  summer  of 
1980:  Mohsen  Rafiq  Dost,  Mohsen  Rezai,  and 
Rahim  Malekzadeh.366  According  to  Durrani’s 
three  sources,  Cyrus  proposed  a  deal  at  these 
meetings  whereby  the  United  States  would 
return  to  Iran  its  frozen  financial  assets  as  well 
as  military  equipment  that  the  Shah’s  govern¬ 
ment  had  purchased.367  But  none  of  these  three 
officials  has  ever  told  Durrani  that  he  was 
present  at  any  of  these  meetings  with  Cyrus  in 
Madrid,  and  none  of  them  ever  told  Durrani 
the  identity  of  any  Iranians  present  at  the  meet¬ 
ings  with  Cyrus.363  Moreover,  none  of  the  three 
Iranians  ever  told  Durrani  that  (1)  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  met  in  Madrid  in  1980  with  William 
Casey  or  Mehdi  Karrubi;  (2)  that  Casey  and 
Karrubi  met  in  Madrid  in  the  summer  of  1980; 
or  (3)  that  Jamshid  Hashemi  was  at  any  of  the 
meetings  with  Cyrus  in  Madrid  in  the  summer 
of  1980. 369 

Furthermore,  Durrani  denied  telling  Robert 
Parry  that  he  had  knowledge  of  meetings  in 
Madrid,  and  he  denied  discussing  with  Naqa- 
shan  the  subject  of  meetings  in  Madrid  in  the 
summer  of  1980. 370  Durrani  also  denied  telling 
Robert  Parry  and  Robert  Ross  that  he  had 
learned  from  the  above-mentioned  Revolution¬ 
ary  Guard  sources  about  contacts  between  the 
Reagan  campaign  and  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment.371  He  specifically  denied  telling  Parry 
and  Ross  that  Naqashan  was  one  of  his  sources 
on  the  Madrid  meetings.372  When  confronted 
with  his  on-camera  statements  to  “Frontline,” 
in  which  he  claimed  knowledge  of  a  Casey-Kar- 
rubi  meeting  in  Spain,  Durrani  initially  claimed 
that  his  statements  had  been  taken  out  of  con¬ 
text.373  Similarly,  he  denied  ever  telling  anyone 
that  Cyrus  arranged  meetings  between  Casey 
and  Mehdi  Karrubi  in  Europe,  asserting  that 
Gary  Sick’s  reporting  to  the  contrary  is  “incor¬ 
rect.”  374 

( in )  Heinrich  Rupp 

Rupp’s  testimony  under  oath  was  at  odds 
with  the  knowledge  previously  attributed  to 
him  regarding  meetings  in  Madrid.  As  men¬ 
tioned  above,  Rupp  had  told  journalists  Robert 
Ross  and  Robert  Parry  that  he  had  been  in¬ 
volved  in  flights  to  Spain  in  the  summer  of 


1980,  “two  of  which  were  to  Madrid  for  secret 
contacts  between  Casey  and  the  Iranians.”  375 
The  manner  in  which  these  allegations  were  re¬ 
ported  strongly  suggested  that  Rupp  flew 
Casey  to  Madrid  in  1980  for  meetings  with  Ira¬ 
nians. 

At  his  deposition,  Task  Force  counsel  con¬ 
fronted  Rupp  with  the  allegations  regarding  his 
involvement  in  flights  to  Spain  in  1980.  Rupp’s 
initial  response  was  evasive.376  Later,  the  fol¬ 
lowing  exchange  between  Rupp  and  counsel 
occurred: 

COUNSEL:  Sitting  here  today,  sir, 
do  you  have  any  knowledge  that  Bill 
Casey  went  to  Spain  in  1980? 

RUPP:  I  think  so. 

COUNSEL:  What  is  the  basis  for 
that  knowledge,  sir? 

RUPP:  I  have  a  departure,  deadhead 
departure  out  of  Spain,  two  of  them, 
which  I  definitely  brought  people  in, 
some  high-level  Middle  East  meetings 
were  scheduled  because  the  British 
pilot  came  out  of  the  Middle  East  with 
those  people  who  he  told  me  that  is 
meeting  some  VIP  Americans  and  nice 
things  are  going  to  happen.  Those  are 
pilots’  ramp  conversations. 

COUNSEL:  Sitting  here  today,  do 
you  have  any  specific  knowledge  .  .  . 
that  Bill  Casey  was  a  passenger  on  a  .  . . 
plane  that  you  piloted  to  Spain  in 
1980. 

RUPP:  I  would  say  no.377 

Rupp  also  made  certain  bizarre  claims  which 
expose  his  lack  of  credibility.  For  example, 
Rupp  claimed  that  the  late  William  Buckley, 
who  was  kidnapped  in  Beirut  and  subsequently 
murdered,  “was  my  station  chief.”  378  Rupp  tes¬ 
tified  that  he  had  worked  for  Buckley  “in 
Tehran  as  well  as  in  Beirut,”  and  that  he  had 
received  instructions  from  Buckley’s  offices  in 
Tehran  and  Beirut.379  Similarly,  Rupp  claimed 
that  he  first  met  William  Casey  in  Germany 
during  the  Berlin  airlift  in  1948. 380  According 
to  Rupp,  Casey  was  dressed  at  the  time  as  a 
U.S.  Air  Force  officer  and  was  part  of  a  crew 
for  one  of  the  aircraft  involved  in  the  airlift.381 
These  claims  are  preposterous  and  contrary  to 
the  documentary  evidence. 


(iv)  Art  Ben- Menas  he 

Credible  testimonial  and  documentary  evi¬ 
dence  show  Ben-Menashe  to  be  totally  lacking 
in  credibility  regarding  his  allegations  about 
meetings  in  Spain  in  1980  between  William 
Casey  and  Mehdi  Karrubi.  Rafi  Eitan,  who  al¬ 
legedly  confirmed  to  Ben-Menashe  reports  of 
such  meetings,  has  informed  the  Government 
of  Israel  that  he  does  not  know  Ben-Menashe 
and  has  never  met  him.382  Yehoshua  Saguy,  in 
whose  presence  Eitan  allegedly  confirmed  these 
reports  for  Ben-Menashe,  has  also  told  the 
Government  of  Israel  that  he  has  never  met 
Ben-Menashe.383  Saguy  also  has  denied  any 
knowledge  of  meetings  in  Spain  between  Casey 
and  Karrubi.384 

Numerous  inconsistencies  in  Ben-Menashe’s 
testimony  buttress  the  Task  Force’s  finding  that 
his  allegations  are  untruthful.  For  example,  the 
Task  Force  has  investigated  Ben-Menashe’s 
claims  about  his  own  background  and  his  pur¬ 
ported  participation  in  alleged  Israeli  intelli¬ 
gence  operations  involving  Iran  and  the  United 
States.  Aside  from  early  biographical  details, 
virtually  everything  Ben-Menashe  told  the  Task 
Force  has  been  found  to  be  false. 

The  file  on  Ben-Menashe  maintained  by  Is¬ 
raeli  Military  Intelligence  revealed  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

— Ben-Menashe  failed  the  prepatory  training 
portion  of  the  officer’s  course,  a  fact  which 
he  omitted  from  his  testimony  to  the  Task 
Force.385 

— Although  he  was  subsequently  assigned  to 
a  signals  intelligence  unit,  Ben-Menashe’s 
job  was  to  translate  Persian  into  Hebrew — 
not,  as  he  claimed,  to  de-code  Iranians 
messages.386 

— Contrary  to  his  testimony,  Ben-Menashe 
was  never  ordered  to  serve  in  Italy  or  any¬ 
where  else  abroad.  Nor  was  he  ever  court- 
martialed  or  imprisoned.387 

Ben-Menashe’s  military  records  and  inter¬ 
views  with  his  superiors  confirmed  that  he 
worked  for  the  External  Relations  Department 
of  Israeli  Military  Intelligence  between 
1977-1987.  The  evidence,  however,  shows  that 
he  worked  the  entire  time  as  a  translator  of  ma¬ 
terials  of  relative  insignificance  and  low  levels 
of  classification.388  For  seven  of  the  ten  years, 


Ben-Menashe’s  position  in  the  External  Rela¬ 
tions  Department  was  listed  as  a  translator  in 
his  annual  military  efficiency  reports.389  For  the 
other  three  years,  Ben-Menashe  was  listed  as  a 
“staff  officer  in  the  means  of  armaments  [war] 
unit’*  of  the  External  Relations  Department.390 
The  job  description  of  his  job  duties,  however, 
shows  that  he  served  as  only  a  translator.  Inter¬ 
views  with  Ben-Menashe’s  superiors  and  his 
military  records  also  show  that  he  was  listed  as 
working  in  the  “means  of  armament  [war]  unit*’ 
purely  for  bureaucratic  reasons  pertaining  to 
available  slots  and  pay:  in  the  underfunded  Ex¬ 
ternal  Relations  Department.391 

Contrary  to  Ben-Menashe’s  claims,  his 
records  also  reveal  that  he  had  no  responsibil¬ 
ities  involving  contacts  with  the  CIA  or  the  in¬ 
telligence  service  of  any  other  country.392  Nor 
did  his  job  involve  or  require  any  travel 
abroad.  In  particular,  Ben-Menashe  was  never 
sent  to  Iran.  In  fact,  his  job  did  not  entail  any 
responsibility  concerning  Iran.  Rather,  his  work 
consisted  of  translating  documents  and  materi¬ 
als  from  Hebrew  to  English.393 

The  evidence  obtained  by  the  Task  Force  re¬ 
garding  foreign  travel  taken  by  Ben-Menashe 
further  contradicts  his  allegations.  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe’s  military  record  show  that  he  took  many 
personal  trips  between  1977  through  1987. 394 
Many  of  these  trips  according  to  Israeli  military 
and  customs  documents,  were  for  family  and 
medical  reasons.  Moreover,  according  to  Israeli 
Defense  Force  records  in  Ben-Menashe’s  own 
handwriting,  Ben-Menashe  never  listed  Iran  as 
a  country  that  he  visited  throughout  his  ten- 
year  period  with  Israeli  Military  Intelligence.395 

Ben-Menashe’s  penchant  for  taking  an  exces¬ 
sive  amount  of  personal  leave  eventually 
prompted  disciplinary  action.  According  to 
Ben-Menashe’s  military  file,  in  1987  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  was  rebuked  by  his  superior,  Dr.  Aryeh 
Shur,  for  taking  too  much  time  off  abroad  on 
personal  leave  and  for  being  absent  so  often 
from  work.  In  a  letter  by  Shur  dated  July  23, 
1987,  Shur  said  that  he  had  met  with  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  that  day,  warned  him  that  he  had  taken 
too  much  personal  leave,  and  told  him  that  in 
the  future  he  would  not  be  allowed  to  do  so.396 
On  the  same  day,  Ben-Menashe  wrote  a  letter 
to  his  superiors  in  the  External  Relations  De¬ 
partment  stating  that  he  wished  to  leave  the 
Army  and  asking  for  their  help  in  finding  new 
work.397 


Subsequently,  Ben-Menashe’s  relations  with 
his  superiors  apparently  further  deteriorated. 
According  to  a  document  in  Ben-Menashe’s 
military  file  dated  September  9,  1987,  Ben- 
Menashe  complained  before  the  union  of  civil¬ 
ian  employees  in  the  Israeli  defense  Forces  that 
he  had  served  for  ten  years  as  a  translator  with¬ 
out  ever  receiving  a  significant  promotion.398 
On  September  15,  1987,  Ben-Menashe  re¬ 
signed  from  the  Israeli  Defense  Forces.399 

Testimony  from  former  Israeli  military  and 
intelligence  officials  further  undermines  Ben- 
Menashe’s  credibility.  Israeli  authorities  inter¬ 
viewed  David  Kimche,  General  Yehoshua 
Saguy,  Raff  Eitan,  Samuel  Moriah,  Meir  Meir, 
and  General  Yitzhak  Segev  (chief  Israeli  mili¬ 
tary  attache  to  Iran  until  1980).  According  to 
their  statements,  none  of  the  aforementioned 
individuals  ever  met,  knew  or  heard  of  Ben- 
Menashe  until  he  began  making  his  allegations 
in  the  American  media  in  1991. 400  None  of 
these  individuals  has  any  knowledge  of  any  al¬ 
leged  October  Surprise  agreement,  or  any  al¬ 
leged  meetings  involving  the  United  States, 
Israel  and  Iran  related  to  arms. 

Similarly,  Yitzah  Hoff,  who  served  as  head  of 
Mossad  during  1980-1982,  told  Israeli  authori¬ 
ties  that  he  does  not  know  Ben-Menashe,  that 
he  has  never  met  him,  and  that  Ben-Menashe 
was  never  assigned  to  any  mission  by 
Mossad.401 

The  Task  Force  found  no  evidence  to  cor¬ 
roborate  Ben-Menashe’s  allegations  regarding 
Mehdi  Kashsni’s  contacts  with  the  Israeli  gov¬ 
ernment.  Contrary  to  Ben-Menashe’s  allegation 
that  Kashani  personally  informed  Saguy  about 
meetings  in  Spain  between  William  Casey  and 
Mehdi  Karrubi,  Saguy  told  Israeli  authorities 
that  he  does  not  know  Kashani  and  has  never 
met  him.402  Israeli  military  and  intelligence 
records  contain  no  evidence  of  a  relationship 
between  Ben-Menashe  and  someone  by  the 
name  of  Kashani.403 

The  Task  Force  found  also  no  evidence  to 
substantiate  Ben-Menashe’s  allegations  regard¬ 
ing  a  trip  to  Iran  by  Robert  McFarlane  and  Earl 
Brian.  Conversely,  there  is  substantial  credible 
evidence  to  refute  these  allegations.  Earl  Brian 
gave  credible  sworn  testimony  before  the 
Senate  in  which  he  denied  these  allegations.404 
In  addition,  information  obtained  by  the  Task 
Force  from  the  U.S.  Department  of  State’s 
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Office  of  Passports  established  that  Brian  did 
not  even  possess  a  passport  for  most  of 
1980. 405 

The  chronology  of  Ben-Menashe's  allega¬ 
tions  about  contacts  between  the  1980  Reagan 
campaign  and  representatives  of  the  Iranian 
government  provides  additional  grounds  for 
impeaching  his  credibility.  On  November  3, 
1989,  Ben-Menashe  was  arrested  with  two 
Americans  in  a  U.S.  Customs  sting  operation 
on  charges  of  conspiring  to  illegally  export 
C-130  transport  planes.  He  was  released  from 
jail  in  November  1990  after  being  found  not 
guilty.  In  the  fall  of  1990,  Ben-Menashe  began 
giving  interviews  to  journalists  and  writers  in¬ 
cluding  Robert  Parry  of  PBS,  Martin  Kilian  of 
Der  Spiegel ,  and  Gary  Sick.  In  those  interviews, 
Ben-Menashe  began  asserting  his  knowledge 
and  participation  in  the  October  Surprise  con¬ 
spiracy. 

In  his  initial  interviews,  Ben-Menashe  did  not 
profess  to  have  any  knowledge  of  meetings  in 
Madrid  in  1980.  Rather,  he  claimed  to  have 
knowledge  only  of  meetings  in  Paris  in  October 
1980.  According  to  personal  notes  of  Richard 
Brenneke,  dated  November  1990,  Ben-Menashe 
told  Martin  Kilian  that  “he  [Ben-Menashe]  says 
he  was  in  Paris  in  October  1980  and  I  [Bren¬ 
neke]  probably  was  too.”  Kilian  immediately  re¬ 
layed  the  contents  of  his  conversation  to  Bren¬ 
neke.406 

According  to  Brenneke’s  diaries  and  personal 
records,  Kilian  spoke  to  Brenneke  and  Sick  on 
a  regular  basis,  relaying  to  them  bits  and  pieces 
of  conversations  with  other  people  who  claimed 
to  be  part  of  the  October  Surprise  conspiracy. 

Kilian’s  first  contact  with  Ben-Menashe,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Brenneke’s  personal  records,  was  in 
1989  when  Kilian  found  Ben-Menashe  in  Chile. 

Privy  to  what  everyone  else  was  saying  about 
the  October  Surprise,  Ben-Menashe  began 
making  new  claims  about  his  personal  involve¬ 
ment  and  knowledge  of  the  October  Surprise 
conspiracy.  After  first  alleging  that  he  was  in 
Paris  with  Casey  in  October  1980,  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  began  asserting  that  he — rather  than  Hou- 
shang  Lavi — was  involved  in  the  meeting  with 
Richard  Allen,  Laurence  Silberman  and  Robert 
McFarlane  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  Hotel  in  Wash¬ 
ington.407  Only  after  being  asked  about  the  al¬ 
leged  meetings  in  Madrid  by  Robert  Parry  and 
Gary  Sick,  who  had  been  told  about  the  meet¬ 
ings  by  Jamshid  Hashemi,  did  Ben-Menashe 


begin  to  claim  that  he  also  knew  about  those 
meetings. 

( v)  Richard  Babayan 

The  Task  Force  determined  that  Richard  Ba¬ 
bayan  is  not  a  credible  witness.  First,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  his  allegations  about  meetings  in 
Madrid,  no  one  other  than  Babayan  has  ever 
mentioned  the  name  “Mohsen  Baranriz"  in 
connection  with  the  alleged  meetings.  Babayan 
also  refused  to  provide  the  Task  Force  with 
corroborating  information  which  he  claimed  he 
possessed,  such  as  the  names  of  other  Iranians 
who  attended  the  meetings  in  Madrid.408  In  the 
same  vein,  Babayan  claimed  to  have  knowledge 
of  subsequent  meetings  in  Zurich  between 
Americans  and  Iranians,  and  refused  to  identify 
his  sources  of  information  for  these  alleged 
meetings.409  In  addition,  while  such  fundamen¬ 
tal  information  as  where  in  Madrid  the  alleged 
meetings  took  place.410  Finally,  Babayan's  testi¬ 
mony  regarding  Casey's  presence  at  meetings 
in  Madrid  has  been  discredited  by  strong  evi¬ 
dence  that  Casey  was  in  the  United  States 
during  these  time  periods. 

Second,  Babayan's  credibility  is  further  un¬ 
dermined  by  additional  claims  that  he  made  to 
the  Task  Force.  For  example,  he  claimed  to 
have  been  associated  with  a  CIA  “front  compa¬ 
ny"  in  Switzerland  by  the  name  of  “Diwan", 
operated  by  an  alleged  CIA  asset  by  name  of 
“M.K.  Mos".411  The  Task  Force  has  determined 
that  neither  Babayan  nor  “M.K.  Moss"  has  ever 
worked  for  the  CIA,  either  directly  or  indirect- 
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Another  story  told  by  Babayan  is  even  more 
illustrative.  Babayan  testified  that  he  did  not 
know  who  William  Casey  was  at  the  time  Bar- 
anriz  mentioned  Casey  to  him  in  Paris,  and  that 
only  when  he  was  subsequently  shown  a  large 
photograph  of  Casey  by  his  “CIA  contact"  in 
Switzerland,  “M.K.  Moss",  did  he  recognize 
Casey.412  Upon  seeing  the  this  photograph,  Ba¬ 
bayan  further  testified,  he  remembered  that  he 
had  seen  Casey  in  Paris  several  weeks  earlier  in 
June  taking  a  walk  with  Albert  Jobs.413  As  to 
this  allegation,  the  Task  Force  believes  that  Ba¬ 
bayan  is  simply  trying  to  “bootstrap"  upon 
published  reports  of  a  trip  that  Casey,  Jobs, 
and  Richard  Allen  made  to  France  and  England 
in  early  July  1980. 414 


Third,  the  Task  Force  has  received  reliable 
information  from  law  enforcement  agencies 
that  Babayan  has  an  extensive  criminal  record, 
including  a  history  of  engaging  in  criminally 
fraudulent  behavior.415 

d.  Jamshid  Hashemi’s  Lack  of 
Credibility 

The  Task  Force  has  determined  that  Jamshid 
Hashemi’s  allegations  regarding  meetings  in 
Madrid  in  the  summer  of  1980  are  fabrications. 
Jamshid  has  no  documentary  evidence  to  sub¬ 
stantiate  his  allegations,  such  as  a  passport,  dia¬ 
ries,  calendars  or  receipts.416 

Even  assuming  that  the  Plaza  Hotel  records 
constitute  credible  circumstantial  evidence  that 
Jamshid  was  in  Madrid  during  the  dates  shown 
on  those  records,  the  Task  Force  believes  that 
Jamshid  testified  falsely  regarding  his  reason 
for  being  in  Madrid.  Jamshid  testified  that  the 
meetings  between  Casey  and  Karrubi  were  the 
sole  purpose  of  his  visit  to  Madrid.417  In  the 
course  of  its  investigation,  the  Task  Force  has 
obtained  access  to  credible  documentary  and 
testimonial  evidence  which  tends  to  prove  that 
Jamshid  went  to  Madrid  for  an  entirely  differ¬ 
ent  purpose. 

Islam  Kazemieh,  an  Iranian  national  now 
living  in  Paris,  worked  in  Paris  in  1980  for  an 
organization  whose  aim  was  to  unify  the  vari¬ 
ous  anti-Khomeini  exile  groups.418  Kazemieh 
gave  credible  testimony  to  the  Task  Force  that 
Jamshid  Hashemi  asked  him  during  the 
summer  of  1980  to  arrange  for  members  of  Ka- 
zemieh’s  organization  to  travel  to  Madrid  with 
Jamshid  to  meet  with  representatives  of  the 
Iraqi  government.419  Kazemieh  testified  that 
Jamshid  was  seeking  to  use  the  names  of 
former  Iranian  Prime  Minister  Ali  Amini,  a 
prominent  member  of  Kazemieh’s  group — and 
Admiral  Ahmed  Madani — who  by  that  time  had 
gone  into  in  hiding  in  Iran — in  order  to  im¬ 
press  the  Iraqis  and  extract  money  from  the 
Iraqi  government  to  support  an  overthrow  of 
the  Khomeini  regime.420 

Kazemieh’s  testimony  is  corroborated  by 
Houshang  Aryanpour,  a  former  Iranian  Admi¬ 
ral  who  worked  closely  with  Madani  in  1980. 421 
Aryanpour  testified  that  Jamshid  Hashemi  vis¬ 
ited  Madani  at  least  twice  in  West  Germany 
during  a  six-month  period  in  late  1980  and 
early  1981  when  Aryanpour  resided  there.422 
After  a  visit  by  Jamshid  to  Germany  in  early 


October  1980,  Madani  told  Aryanpour  that 
Jamshid  had  suggested  to  Madani,  that  he 
travel  to  Iraq  and  meet  with  Saddam  Hus¬ 
sein.423  According  to  what  Madani  told  Aryan¬ 
pour,  Jamshid  also  told  Madani  that  Saddam 
Hussein  was  prepared  to  give  extensive  assist¬ 
ance  to  Madani.424 

Aryanpour  also  testified  that  on  another  oc¬ 
casion,  an  Iranian  colonel  by  the  name  of  Bani 
Ahmadi  came  to  Germany  with  Parviz  Ansari, 
another  Iranian  military  official,  and  met  with 
both  Aryanpour  and  Madani.425  According  to 
Aryanpour,  Ahmadi  discussed  Iraqi  financial  as¬ 
sistance  to  Shahpour  Bakhtiar  and  said  that  he 
had  met  Jamshid  Hashemi  in  Baghdad.426 

Kazemieh’s  testimony  is  also  corroborated  by 
contemporaneous  intelligence  information  ob¬ 
tained  by  the  U.S.  Government  which  indicates 
that  Jamshid  was  traveling  to  Madrid  in  early 
August  1980  to  meet  with  Iraqi  officials. 

The  FBI’s  electronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus 
Hashemi  provides  further  corroboration  of  the 
testimony  from  Kazemieh  and  Aryanpour.  On 
November  14,  1980,  Cyrus  Hashemi  received  a 
telephone  call  from  Aryanpour.  During  this 
conversation,  Aryanpour  told  Cyrus  that  he 
wanted  to  discuss  “some  things’’  that  Jamshid 
was  doing  “that  are  harmful  to  the  country’’ 
[i.e.,  Iran]  and  “harmful  to  Madani.”  427  Aryan¬ 
pour  proceeded  to  tell  Cyrus  that  he  has  heard 
that  Jamshid  “has  written  a  letter  to  Iraqi 
leader  Saddam  Hussein  under  Madani’s  signa¬ 
ture.”  428 

The  Task  Force  also  believes  that  Jamshid 
gave  false  testimony  regarding  the  meeting  in 
Madrid,  on  July  2,  1980,  between  Stanley  Pot- 
tinger  and  Reza  Passindideh.  At  his  deposition, 
Jamshid  claimed  that  he  was  in  Madrid  at  the 
time  of  the  Pottinger  meeting.429  He  did  not 
claim  to  have  participated  in  the  meetings,  but 
he  did  say  that  he  “kept  close  to  Mr.  Reza  Pas- 
sendideh”  and  that  he  met  with  Passindideh 
during  the  time  that  Passindideh  was  in 
Madrid.430  Jamshid  also  testified  that  he  saw 
Cyrus  while  the  latter  was  in  Madrid  for  this 
meeting.431  Jamshid’s  claims  are  inconsistent 
with  credible  testimony  from  Stanley  Pottinger 
and  Mahmoud  (Max)  Moini-Eraghi,  who  accom¬ 
panied  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  Passindideh  to  the 
meeting. 

Moini-Eraghi  testified  that  Jamshid  was  furi¬ 
ous  at  him  after  he  returned  from  Madrid  to 
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the  United  States  and  Jamshid  discovered  that 
the  meeting  had  taken  place  without  him.432 
Competition  between  Jamshid  and  Cyrus  Ha- 
shemi  also  underlay  Jamshid’s  anger.  According 
to  Moini-Eraghi,  Jamshid  had  wanted  to  be  the 
person  to  go  to  Madrid,  establish  “a  bridge” 
with  the  U.S.  government,  and  receive  the 
credit  for  bringing  Passindedeh  to  a  meeting 
with  U.S.  officials.433  The  fact  that  Cyrus  re¬ 
ceived  the  credit  instead  enraged  Jamshid.434  As 
for  whether  Jamshid  was  in  Madrid  at  the  time 
of  the  meeting,  Moini-Eraghi  testified  that  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  Jamshid’s  presence  in 
Madrid  and  that  Jamshid  gave  him  the  impres¬ 
sion  that  he  had  not  been  in  Madrid  at  all  when 
the  meeting  took  place.435  At  no  time  after  the 
meeting  did  Jamshid  ever  tell  Moini-Eraghi  that 
he  had  been  in  Madrid  at  the  time  of  the  meet¬ 
ing  with  Passindideh.436 

Stanley  Pottinger  testified  that  the  only 
people  he  knows  to  have  been  in  Madrid  at  the 
time  of  the  Passindideh  meeting,  other  than 
himself,  were  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Passindideh,  and 
Moini-Eraghi.437  Pottinger  also  told  the  Task 
Force  that  he  had  no  contemporaneous  knowl¬ 
edge — nor  has  he  since  become  aware — that 
Jamshid  Hashemi  was  also  in  Madrid  when  the 
meeting  took  place.438 

Jamshid’s  credibility  regarding  his  claim  to 
have  been  in  Madrid  when  the  Passindideh 
meeting  occurred  is  further  impeached  by  a  de¬ 
tailed  chronology  prepared  by  Pottinger  in 
early  1984  in  connection  with  the  pending 
criminal  indictment  of  Cyrus  Hashemi.439 

The  chronology  pertains  to  events  in  1979 
and  1980  concerning  the  Iran  hostage  crisis 
and,  according  to  a  cover  memorandum,  was 
prepared  from  “contemporaneous  notes,  recol¬ 
lections,  and  interviews  with  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi.”  440  The  chronology  contains  a  four  and 
one-half  page  discussion  of  the  Passindideh 
meeting,  in  which  there  is  no  mention  of  Jam¬ 
shid’s  presence  in  Madrid.441 

Third,  Jamshid  has  been  inconsistent  in  his 
advancement  of  the  Madrid  allegations.  Martin 
Kilian,  a  German  journalist  then  with  Der  Spiegel 
who  has  worked  extensively  on  the  “October 
Surprise”  story,  told  the  Task  Force  that  he 
interviewed  Jamshid  in  London  in  May  1989  re¬ 
garding  allegations  of  contacts  between  the 
1980  Reagan  campaign  and  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment.442  Kilian  also  provided  the  Task  Force 
with  copies  of  notes  that  he  made  contempora¬ 


neously  during  his  interview  of  Jamshid.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Kilian — and  to  Kilian’s  notes — at  no 
time  did  Jamshid  mention  anything  about  meet¬ 
ings  in  Madrid.443  Rather,  Jamshid  focused 
during  the  interview  on  alleged  meetings  in 
Paris  during  the  fall  of  1980 — a  subject  of 
which  he  denied  any  knowledge  during  his  dep¬ 
osition  by  the  Task  Force.444  Further,  Jamshid 
denied  that  he  knows  Kilian  and  denied  that  he 
has  ever  had  any  contact  with  him.445 

Fourth,  Jamshid  has  made  several  inconsist¬ 
ent  statements  regarding  the  Madrid  meetings. 
Among  these  inconsistencies  are  the  following: 

— Duration  of  the  Meetings.  At  his  first  informal 
interview  by  the  Task  Force  on  April  7, 
1992,  Jamshid  said  that  there  were  two 
meetings,  each  of  which  spanned  two  or 
three  days.  The  discussion  of  the  Madrid 
meetings  by  Gary  Sick  and  by  ABC  News 
Nightline — both  of  which  are  based  solely 
on  interviews  with  Jamshid — also  indicates 
that  the  meetings  each  took  place  over  a 
two-day  period.446  At  his  deposition,  Jam¬ 
shid  initially  testified  that  the  first  meeting 
did  not  continue  over  into  a  second  day.447 
Then  he  expressed  uncertainty,  claiming 
that  one  of  the  meetings  in  Madrid  was  a 
one-day  affair,  the  other  was  a  two-day 
affair,  and  he  could  not  recall  which  was 
which.448 

— Arms  for  Hostages .  In  the  “Frontline”  broad¬ 
cast  of  April  16,  1991,  Jamshid  is  quoted 
as  follows  regarding  what  happened  at  the 
first  Madrid  meeting  in  late  July  1980: 
“Casey  said  the  Iranians  should  hold  the 
hostages  until  after  the  election  .  .  .  and 
the  new  Reagan  administration  would  feel 
favorably  towards  Iran,  releasing  military 
equipment  and  the  frozen  Iranian 
assets.”  449  At  his  deposition,  Jamshid 
denied  the  statement,  calling  the  attribu¬ 
tion  “[a]bsolute  rubbish.”  450 

— When  Jamshid  Asked  Karrubi  to  Come  to 
Madrid.  Jamshid  told  ABC  News  that  the 
meeting  with  Mehdi  Karrubi  in  Madrid  was 
approved  in  April  1980. 461  But  he  testified 
at  his  deposition  that  he  did  not  contact 
Karrubi  to  ask  him  to  come  to  Madrid  until 
after  the  Pottinger-Passindideh  meeting  in 
Madrid  in  early  July  1980. 482 


Finally,  the  Task  Force  has  obtained  a  sub¬ 
stantial  amount  of  credible  testimony,  and  re¬ 
viewed  extensive  credible  documentary  evi¬ 
dence  (including  intelligence  information  and 
analyses),  which  establish  that  Jamshid  Ha- 
shemi  has  a  reputation  for  untruthfulness  and  a 
long  history  of  perpetrating  fabrications  and 
engaging  in  fraudulent  behavior.453  In  fact,  in 
spite  of  the  range  of  individuals  questioned 
about  these  events,  the  one  area  of  unanimity  is 
Jamshid’s  lack  of  trustworthiness. 

Jamshid’s  contacts  with  U.S.  Government  of¬ 
ficials  in  1979-1981  concerning  Admiral 
Ahmed  Madani  provides  a  basic  illustration  of 
his  lack  of  credibility.454  In  December  1979  and 
January  1980,  when  the  U.S.  Government  was 
seeking  channels  of  communication  to  moder¬ 
ates  in  the  revolutionary  Iranian  government, 
Jamshid — then  using  the  name  Mohammed  Ali 
Balanian — repeatedly  represented  himself  to  of¬ 
ficials  of  the  State  Department  and  CIA  as  the 
official  representative  of  Madani.455  In  late  Jan¬ 
uary  1980,  Jamshid  provided  U.S.  officials  with 
a  letter  for  President  Carter  purportedly  writ¬ 
ten  by  Madani,  which,  according  to  Jamshid, 
had  been  delivered  to  him  from  Iran  and  de¬ 
coded  by  an  Iranian  Navy  captain  serving  as  a 
special  courier.456  The  letter  contained  a  re¬ 
quest,  allegedly  from  Madani,  for  U.S.  govern¬ 
ment  backing  for  a  military  coup  in  Iran.457 

Approximately  three  weeks  later,  Jamshid 
traveled  to  the  United  States  carrying  another 
letter  purportedly  from  Madani.458  In  this 
letter,  which  was  intended  for  Secretary  of 
State  Cyrus  Vance,  “Madani”  expressed  dis¬ 
trust  for  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  asserted  that 
Cyrus  should  be  cut  out  of  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment’s  communication  with  Madani.459 

At  or  around  this  time,  CIA  officials  discov¬ 
ered  that  “Mohammed  Ali  Balanian”  was  actu¬ 
ally  Jamshid  Hashemi,  about  whom  the  Agency 
had  issued  warnings  many  years  earlier  regard¬ 
ing  his  veracity.460  Consequently,  Agency  offi¬ 
cials  confronted  Jamshid  with  the  information 
concerning  his  background  and  asked  him  to 
submit  to  a  polygraph  examination.461  Jamshid 
refused,  became  belligerent,  and  the  Agency 
from  that  point  forward  looked  for  ways  to  end 
its  reliance  on  Jamshid  to  communicate  with 
Madani.462 

Information  subsequently  received  by  CIA 
officials  confirmed  their  suspicions  about  Jam¬ 
shid’s  truthfulness.  In  late  February  1980, 


Agency  officials  learned  that  the  person  who 
supposedly  acted  as  the  “courier”  for  the  let¬ 
ters  which  Jamshid  had  said  were  from  Madani 
knew  nothing  about  the  letters,  was  not  part  of 
any  courier  system,  and  had  not  de-coded  any 
messages  from  Madani.463  Further,  both  Madani 
and  Houshang  Aryanpour,  his  trusted  aide,  tes¬ 
tified  that  Jamshid  did  not  have  authority  to  act 
as  Madani’s  representative  to  the  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment.464 

In  December  1980,  Jamshid  again  ap¬ 
proached  CIA  officials  claiming  to  act  as  Ma¬ 
dani’s  authorized  representative.465  He  specifi¬ 
cally  told  Agency  officials  that  he  was  contact¬ 
ing  them  with  Madani’s  approval,  and  that  he 
wanted  Madani  to  come  to  the  United  States  to 
meet  with  William  Casey,  the  newly  designated 
CIA  Director,  and  with  the  President-elect  Rea¬ 
gan’s  designated  White  House  Chief-of-Staff, 
James  Baker.466  Jamshid  also  told  CIA  officials 
that  they  should  stop  dealing  with  Aryanpour 
and  should  rely  only  on  him  as  an  intermediary 
for  communications  with  Madani.467  In  late  Jan¬ 
uary  1981,  however,  Madani  told  CIA  officials 
that  he  had  not  known  about,  or  authorized, 
Jamshid’s  approach  in  late  December  1980,  and 
that  he  had  told  Jamshid  to  “stop  interfering” 
in  Madani’s  affairs.468  He  stressed  that  Jamshid 
had  absolutely  no  authority  to  speak  on  his 
behalf.469  Madani  added  that  only  Aryanpour 
and  two  other  trusted  aides  were  to  be  consid¬ 
ered  his  authorized  agents  in  dealing  with  the 
Agency.470 

4.  Conclusions 

The  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  there  is 
no  credible  evidence  to  support  Jamshid  Ha- 
shemi’s  allegations  regarding  meetings  in 
Madrid  in  the  summer  of  1980.  The  only  af¬ 
firmative  evidence  supporting  these  allegations 
are  records  from  the  Plaza  Hotel  in  Madrid  and 
testimony  from  Ari  Ben-Menashe  and  Richard 
Babayan. 

The  hotel  records,  at  best,  indicate  only  that 
Jamshid  Hashemi  may  have  been  in  Madrid  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  meetings.  They  have  no 
probative  value  regarding  the  alleged  presence 
in  Madrid  of  William  Casey  and  Donald 
Gregg.471  Nor  do  they  have  any  probative  value 
with  respect  to  whether  the  alleged  meetings 
took  place. 
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As  alleged,  these  meetings  could  not  have 
taken  place  without  the  simultaneous  presence 
in  Madrid  of  William  Casey,  Cyrus  Hashemi, 
and  Donald  Gregg.  There  is  no  credible  evi¬ 
dence  of  any  kind  to  support  this  proposition. 

— The  only  evidence  that  William  Casey  trav¬ 
eled  abroad  during  the  relevant  time 
period  is  evidence  regarding  Casey’s  at¬ 
tendance  at  the  London  conference  on  the 
Second  World  War  in  late  July  1980.  The 
evidence  strongly  indicates  that  Casey  de¬ 
parted  the  United  States  on  July  27,  ar¬ 
rived  in  London  on  July  28,  and  departed 
London  for  the  United  States  on  July  29. 
There  is  direct  evidence  that  Casey  was 
back  in  the  United  States  by  July  30.  There 
is  also  credible  testimonial  and  documenta¬ 
ry  evidence  that  Casey  was  in  the  United 
States  during  the  two-day  period  of  July 
25-26,  and  that  he  therefore  could  not 
have  gone  to  Madrid  prior  to  the  opening 
of  the  London  conference. 

— There  is  strong  circumstantial  evidence 
that  Cyrus  Hashemi  was  in  the  United 
States  during  the  period  of  July  26-28. 

— Similarly,  Donald  Gregg  and  Margaret 
Gregg  provided  credible  testimonial  and 
documentary  evidence  that  Donald  Gregg 
was  in  the  United  States  during  the  rele¬ 
vant  time  period. 

Thus,  substantial  credible  evidence  demon¬ 
strates  that  William  Casey,  Cyrus  Hashemi,  and 
Donald  Gregg  were  all  in  the  United  States  at 
the  very  time  they  are  alleged  to  have  been 
meeting  in  Madrid. 

The  inability  of  the  Task  Force  to  establish 
Casey’s  whereabouts  on  Saturday,  August  9 
and  the  weekend  of  August  16-17  has  no  pro¬ 
bative  value  regarding  the  allegations  of  meet¬ 
ings  in  Madrid.  There  is  no  credible  evidence 
that  Casey  was  abroad  on  these  dates,  or  that 
he  traveled  to  Europe  again  in  1980  after  the 
two  trips  in  early  and  late  July.  The  absence  of 
data  in  Casey’s  calendars  for  certain  weekends, 
particularly  summer  weekends,  is,  in  the  experi¬ 
ence  of  the  Task  Force,  common  among  busy 
professionals.  Further,  Casey’s  attendance  at 
meetings  in  Madrid  on  these  dates  would  make 
sense  in  the  context  of  the  allegations  only  if 
such  meetings  were  the  alleged  follow-up  meet¬ 
ings  to  the  first  round  of  alleged  meetings  in 


Madrid.  Given  the  Task  Force’s  conclusion  that 
there  is  no  credible  evidence  that  the  first 
round  of  meetings  took  place,  there  is  no  credi¬ 
ble  basis  to  believe  that  follow-up  meetings  oc¬ 
curred. 

In  addition  to  the  evidence  regarding  the 
whereabouts  of  alleged  key  participants,  the 
Task  Force  has  concluded  that  Jamshid  Ha¬ 
shemi  is  simply  not  a  credible  witness. 

— Jamshid  could  not  provide  the  Task  Force 
with  any  evidence  to  corroborate  his  alle¬ 
gations. 

— The  Task  Force  obtained  credible  testimo¬ 
nial  and  documentary  evidence  indicating 
that  Jamshid  was  in  Madrid  during  the 
summer  of  1980  for  purposes  other  than 
what  he  has  alleged. 

— During  an  interview  with  a  journalist  in 
May  1989,  Jamshid  omitted  any  reference 
to  meetings  in  Madrid,  focusing  instead  on 
alleged  meetings  in  Paris  in  late  1980. 

— There  are  material  inconsistencies  in  Jam- 
shid’s  story  regarding  the  duration  of  each 
set  of  meetings  in  Madrid,  the  allegation 
that  Casey  sought  to  delay  the  release  of 
the  hostages,  and  the  time  at  which  he  al¬ 
legedly  asked  Mehdi  Karrubi  to  attend 
meetings  in  Madrid. 

— After  his  indictment  in  mid- 1984,  at  no 
time  did  Jamshid  mention  the  Madrid  alle¬ 
gations  to  U.S.  law  enforcement  officials — 
or  to  his  own  attorneys — despite  making 
other  efforts  to  bargain  for  leniency. 

— Jamshid  gave  false  testimony  to  the  Task 
Force  regarding  his  presence  in  Madrid  in 
early  July  1980  when  Stanley  Pottinger, 
Cyrus  Hashemi,  and  Mahmoud  Moini- 
Eraghi  met  with  the  Iranian  envoy  Reza 
Passindideh. 

— Scores  of  unguarded  recorded  conversa¬ 
tions  in  late  1980  and  early  1981  between 
Jamshid  and  Cyrus  Hashemi — the  sup¬ 
posed  coordinators  of  the  Madrid  meet¬ 
ings — do  not  contain  a  single  indication 
that  such  meetings  took  place. 

— U.S.  Government  records  contain  volumi¬ 
nous  credible  evidence  that  Jamshid  Ha¬ 
shemi  has  a  history  of  fraud  and  fabrica¬ 
tion,  and  testimony  from  witnesses  who 


have  known  Jamshid  further  established 
that  he  has  a  reputation  for  dishonesty  and 
untruthfulness. 

Nor  is  there  any  testimonial  evidence  to  lend 
credence  to  Jamshid’s  allegations.  Of  the  five 
individuals  who  reportedly  corroborate  Jam¬ 
shid’s  story  about  the  Madrid  meetings,  three — 
Ahmed  Madani,  Arif  Durrani,  and  Heinrich 
Rupp — testified  under  oath  that  they  have  no 
knowledge  of  such  meetings.  The  other  two — 
Ari  Ben-Menashe  and  Richard  Babayan — are 
not  credible  witnesses. 

Two  additional  findings  by  the  Task  Force 
also  tend  to  negate  the  possibility  that  the  al¬ 
leged  meetings  in  Madrid  took  place.  First, 
there  is  no  credible  evidence  that  Cyrus  Ha- 
shemi  had  direct  contact  with  William  Casey  in 
1980. 472  Second,  there  is  no  documentary  evi¬ 
dence  in  U.S.  Government  files  to  corroborate 
these  allegations,  and  numerous  former  U.S. 
Government  officials  who  served  in  positions  of 
sensitivity  in  the  intelligence  and  foreign  policy 
fields  in  1980  have  given  credible  testimony 
that  they  have  no  knowledge  of  the  alleged 
meetings. 

C.  March  1980  Meeting  at 
Mayflower  Hotel 


1.  The  Allegations 

Jamshid  Hashemi’s  initial  contact  with  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey  allegedly  occurred  in  early  1980  in 
Washington,  D.C.  According  to  the  version  of 
this  event  that  Jamshid  provided  Gary  Sick, 
Jamshid  visited  Washington  in  March  1980  for 
meetings  with  his  “intelligence  contact  in  the 
U.S.  Government.’’  473  While  in  his  room  at  the 
Mayflower  Hotel,  Jamshid  received  a  knock  at 
the  door.  According  to  the  original  allegations, 
he  opened  the  door  to  find  two  men  standing 
in  the  corridor.  One  of  the  men  introduced 
himself  to  Jamshid  as  Roy  Furmark.474  The 
other  man  said  he  was  William  Casey.475 

Casey  allegedly  said  that  he  was  aware  of 
Jamshid’s  contacts  in  Iran  and  wanted  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  American  hostages  in  Iran.476  While 
Furmark  waited  outside  in  the  corridor,  Jam¬ 
shid  telephoned  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  New 
York.477  According  to  the  allegations,  Cyrus 
told  Jamshid  that  Casey  was  an  important 
figure  in  Republican  politics,  and  that  contact 


with  Casey  could  prove  worthwhile.478  Casey 
and  Cyrus  Hashemi  subsequently  spoke  to  each 
other  on  the  telephone  for  several  minutes, 
agreeing  to  meet  in  New  York.  Casey  then 
thanked  Jamshid  and  left  abruptly.  The  entire 
encounter,  according  to  the  original  allega¬ 
tions,  lasted  about  twelve  minutes.479 

Subsequently,  Jamshid  allegedly  reported  his 
encounter  with  Casey  to  his  “intelligence  con¬ 
tact’’,  whom  he  identified  to  Gary  Sick  as 
Charles  Cogan,  then  a  senior  official  in  the 
Near  East  Division  of  the  CIA’s  Directorate  of 
Operations.480  According  to  Sick’s  contempora¬ 
neous  notes  from  his  conversations  with  Jam¬ 
shid,  Jamshid  told  Sick  that  Cogan  told  Jamshid 
to  “disregard  the  meeting’’  and  not  to  meet 
with  Casey  again.481 

2.  Evidence  Tending  To  Disprove 
the  Allegations 

The  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  there  is 
no  credible  evidence  to  support  these  allega¬ 
tions.  Jamshid  Hashemi — the  only  source  of 
this  story — has  never  provided  any  evidence  to 
substantiate  these  allegations.  Nor  has  the  Task 
Force  found  any  corroborating  evidence  of  any 
kind.482  Conversely,  the  Task  Force  has  ob¬ 
tained  credible  documentary  and  testimonial 
evidence  which  is  inconsistent  with  Jamshid’s 
allegations.  In  addition,  Jamshid’s  accounts  of 
the  incident  to  different  parties  are  riddled  with 
major  inconsistencies. 

Roy  Furmark,  the  only  living  person  other 
than  Jamshid  alleged  to  be  a  witness  to  the 
event,  gave  credible  testimony  in  which  he  to¬ 
tally  denied  Jamshid’s  allegations.483  Furmark 
testified  that  he  did  not  meet  Jamshid  until  ap¬ 
proximately  1987. 484  He  also  provided  the  Task 
Force  with  a  copy  of  his  appointment  calendar 
for  1980.  Based  on  this  calendar,  Furmark  testi¬ 
fied  that  the  only  time  he  traveled  to  Washing¬ 
ton  in  1980  was  a  brief  business  trip  which  oc¬ 
curred  on  May  31,  1980. 485  He  did  not  go  to 
the  Mayflower  Hotel  during  this  visit,  and  he 
has  never  been  there  with  William  Casey.486 
Nor  did  he  recall  ever  accompanying  William 
Casey  to  any  hotel  in  Washington,  D.C.  for  any 
purpose.487  Charles  Cogan  also  testified  under 
oath  that  there  is  no  truth  to  Jamshid’s  allega¬ 
tions  as  they  relate  to  him.488 

At  his  deposition,  Jamshid  testified  that 
Casey  visited  him  in  a  hotel  in  Washington, 
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D  C.  in  1980.  In  contrast  to  his  prior  accounts 
of  the  story,  however,  Jamshid  testified  that 
Casey  was  alone  when  he  came  to  Jamshid’s 
hotel  room.489  He  also  denied  telling  Gary  Sick 
previously  that  Casey  was  accompanied  by  Roy 
Furmark.490  Further,  Jamshid  testified  that  the 
visit  by  Casey  to  his  hotel  room  took  place  after 
the  meeting  in  Madrid  involving  Stanley  Pot- 
tinger  and  Reza  Passandideh,  which  occurred 
in  early  July  1980. 491 

Jamshid’s  testimony  before  the  Senate  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Committee  also  revealed  materi¬ 
al  inconsistencies  in  his  story.  During  that  testi¬ 
mony,  Jamshid  said  that  he  could  not  remem¬ 
ber  the  name  of  the  hotel  in  Washington  where 
the  alleged  visit  by  Casey  took  place.492  He  also 
told  the  Senate  committee  that  the  entire  visit 
by  Casey  probably  lasted  “no  more  than  three 
or  four  minutes.”  493  In  sum,  there  is  not  credi¬ 
ble  evidence  to  support  Jamshid’s  story. 

D.  Spring  1980  Meeting  in 

New  York  With  Donald 

Gregg _ 

In  an  interview  with  Gary  Sick  in  London  on 
October  15,  1990,  Jamshid  Hashemi  told  Sick 
that  he  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  met  with  Donald 
Gregg  at  Cyrus’s  office  in  New  York  City 
during  the  spring  of  1980. 494  At  the  time, 
Gregg  was  a  senior  staff  person  on  the  Carter 
Administration’s  National  Security  Council, 
where  he  was  responsible  for  intelligence  mat¬ 
ters  and  East  Asian  affairs.495  According  to  Jam¬ 
shid,  Cyrus  introduced  Gregg  to  Jamshid  as 
“the  man  from  the  White  House.”  496  Jamshid 
also  told  Sick  that  he  and  Cyrus  had  lunch  with 
Gregg  at  a  restaurant  in  Manhattan  near 
Cyrus’s  office,  at  which  they  discussed  “the  var¬ 
ious  contacts  that  were  under  way  between  the 
two  brothers  and  the  U.S.  Government.497 

It  has  been  suggested  that  there  is  linkage 
between  Gregg’s  alleged  meeting  with  the  Ha¬ 
shemi  brothers  and  Gregg’s  relationship  with 
George  Bush,  with  whom  Gregg  had  served  in 
the  U.S.  Government.498  The  implication  of  this 
suggestion  is  that  Gregg  was  meeting  with  the 
Hashemi  brothers  on  behalf  of  the  Republi¬ 
cans. 

The  Task  Force  found  no  credible  evidence 
to  support  the  allegation  that  Gregg  met  with 
Hashemi  brothers  in  New  York  in  1980,  either 


on  his  own  behalf  or  on  behalf  of  the  Republi¬ 
cans.  At  his  deposition,  Gregg  gave  credible 
testimony  that  the  meeting  alleged  by  Jamshid 
Hashemi  “did  not  happen,”  and  that  he  has 
never  met  Cyrus  or  Jamshid  Hashemi.499  He 
further  testified  that  he  had  no  recollection  of 
traveling  to  New  York  in  1980  for  any  pur¬ 
pose.500 

Moreover,  Jamshid  Hashemi  has  recanted  his 
allegation.  At  his  deposition,  Jamshid  testified 
that  he  has  never  met  Donald  Gregg,  and  that 
he  did  not  “recall”  telling  Gary  Sick  that  he 
and  Cyrus  Hashemi  met  Gregg  in  New  York  in 
1980. 501  Incredibly,  Jamshid  also  recently  told 
Sick  that  the  person  to  whom  he  was  actually 
referring  when  he  originally  told  Sick  this  story 
was  “Robert  Gray,”  not  Donald  Gregg.502 

Gary  Sick  testified  that  Jamshid’s  pronuncia¬ 
tion  of  the  name  “Gray”  could  be  misconstrued 
as  “Gregg”.503  Sick  also  testified,  however,  that 
he  used  the  name  “Donald  Gregg”  in  conversa¬ 
tion  with  Jamshid  about  this  matter,  that  he 
and  Jamshid  “had  been  over  this  Gregg  busi¬ 
ness  several  times”,  and  that  he,  Sick,  “talked 
about  it  in  the  context  of  somebody  who 
worked  with  me.”  504  Sick  further  testified  that, 
“as  far  as  I  was  concerned,  the  context  was 
very  clear.  There  was  never  any  doubt  in  my 
mind  who  we  were  talking  about  or  what  the 
circumstances  were.”  505 

The  Task  Force  regards  Jamshid’s  recent 
statements  about  this  matter  as  totally  devoid 
of  credibility,  and  probative  of  a  tendency  to 
modify  his  allegations  to  conform  to  subse¬ 
quent  revelations  which  are  inconsistent  with 
those  allegations.506 

E.  Dirk  Stoffberg/Reiner 
Jacobi 


1.  Allegations 

Dirk  Stoffberg  507  is  a  South  African  arms 
dealer,  who  claimed  in  October  of  1992,  while 
awaiting  sentencing  in  a  federal  prison  in  New 
York,  to  have  met  William  Casey  in  London  in 
August,  1980.  According  to  Stoffberg,  he  was 
introduced  to  William  Casey  by  Reiner 
Jacobi,508  who  claimed  to  have  gained  access  to 
William  Casey  because  of  his  role  as  a  confi¬ 
dential  source  for  CIA.509 


Stoflberg  alleged  that  during  the  summer  of 
1980  he  was  called  to  London  by  a  contact 
from  the  British  Intelligence  Service  whom 
Stoflberg  refused  to  name.  Stoflberg  checked 
into  the  Carlton  Hotel  for  a  few  days  and  then 
switched  to  the  Capitol  Hotel  in  the  Knights- 
bridge  section  of  London  under  the  name  of 
Mr.  Berg.510  Two  to  four  days  later  the  un¬ 
named  British  Intelligence  officer  called  him 
again  to  say  that  Jacobi  was  prepared  to  see 
him.  Jacobi  and  Stoflberg  met  and  spent  the 
day  together.  During  their  conversations, 
Jacobi  told  Stoflberg  that  there  was  “one  of  his 
superiors  that  [he]  had  to  meet/’  511  Stoflberg 
agreed  and  Jacobi  took  Stoflberg  to  a  restau¬ 
rant  where  he  was  introduced  to  William  Casey. 
Jacobi  then  left.  Stoflberg  and  Casey  allegedly 
dined  together  and  during  the  course  of  their 
meal,  Casey  mentioned  that  Stoflberg  was 
brought  to  his  attention  because  of  the  work  he 
had  done  with  the  British  missionaries  who  had 
been  taken  hostage  in  Iran.  Casey  supposedly 
indicated  that  he  had  a  similar  problem  with 
the  American  hostages  and  asked  Stoflberg  if 
he  could  use  his  links  to  the  Iranians  to  help 
get  the  Americans  released.512  Stoflberg  told 
Casey  that  he  would  try  to  help. 

Stoflberg  reflected  that  his  plan  was  to  use 
Iran’s  desire  for  certain  embargoed  items,  in¬ 
cluding  arms,  as  his  mechanism  for  gaining  the 
hostages  release.  Specifically,  he  had  in  mind  a 
155mm  gun  which  would  work  well  within  the 
Iranian  arsenal.  At  the  conclusion  of  S toff- 
berg’s  meeting  with  Casey,  Stoflberg  had  the 
impression  that  Casey  approved  of  Stoflberg’s 
plan  to  try  to  supply  Iran  with  this  weapon  in 
return  for  their  consideration  of  the  release  of 
the  American  hostages.513 

2.  Analysis  of  Allegations 

Stoflberg,  like  others  claiming  knowledge  of 
an  October  Surprise  deal  between  Republicans 
and  Iranians,  first  made  his  story  known  from  a 
jail  cell.  In  October  of  1991,  Stoflberg  was  in¬ 
carcerated  in  the  Metropolitan  Correctional 
Center  in  New  York,  New  York  on  charges  of 
illegal  sales  of  arms,  after  being  apprehended 
in  Germany  in  April  1991  where  he  was  held  in 
prison  pending  his  extradition.  Stoflberg 
claimed  that  he  and  his  attorney  514  affirmative¬ 
ly  sought  out  interviews  with  reporters  of  the 
October  Surprise  allegations  as  well  as  Con¬ 
gressional  staffers  both  because  of  the  difficult 


conditions  he  faced  in  prison  and  because  “it 
was  good  someone,  especially  the  press,  knew 
what  I  knew.’’  515  To  this  end,  Stoflberg  was 
interviewed  by  the  Chief  Counsel  and  a  Con¬ 
gressional  Member  of  the  House  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee  in  December  of  1991.  As  a 
result  of  this  interview,  the  Chief  Counsel 
wrote  a  letter  on  January  10,  1992  to  Stoff- 
berg’s  sentencing  judge  in  which  he  requested 
that  Mr.  Stoflberg’s  present  and  future  coop¬ 
eration  with  an  “on  going’’  Congressional  in¬ 
vestigation  be  taken  into  consideration  at  the 
time  of  his  sentence.516  The  judge  indicated 
that  he  took  this  letter  into  consideration  when 
determining  Stoflberg’s  sentence  and  reduced 
his  sentence  by  four  and  a  half  months.517  The 
prosecution  asked  that  Stoflberg’s  release  be 
stayed  while  they  considered  an  appeal  of  the 
sentence  reduction.  One  week  later,  the  U.S. 
Attorney’s  office  notified  the  court  that  they 
did  plan  an  appeal  and  Stoflberg  was  released 
shortly  thereafter. 

As  to  the  facts  of  Stoflberg’s  allegations, 
there  were  internal  inconsistencies  which 
proved  difficult  to  reconcile.  First,  Stoflberg 
testified  to  the  Task  Force,  and  previously  in 
his  prison  interviews  with  reporters  and  con¬ 
gressional  staff,  that  the  reason  he  was  intro¬ 
duced  by  British  Intelligence  to  Reiner  Jacobi 
and  William  Casey  was  the  role  he  played  in 
gaining  the  release  of  three  British  missionaries 
held  hostage  in  Iran.  In  fact,  the  British  hos¬ 
tages  were  released  in  February  1981,  one 
month  after  the  release  of  the  American  hos¬ 
tages.  Second,  even  if  Stoflberg  misspoke  and 
intended  to  say  that  he  was  involved  in  the 
process  of  getting  the  hostages  released  and 
not  that  they  had  actually  been  released  prior 
to  his  meeting  with  Casey,  the  three  British 
hostages  were  not  even  taken  captive  until 
August  10  &  13,  1980. 518  Thus,  Stoflberg’s 
meeting  with  Casey  would  have  essentially  co¬ 
incided  with  the  taking  of  the  British  hos¬ 
tages.519  It  is  inconceivable  that  any  negotia¬ 
tions  involving  arms  sales  by  private  South  Af¬ 
rican  citizens  and  the  British  Intelligence  serv¬ 
ice  would  have  been  undertaken  within  a  week 
of  this  hostage  taking  and  that  William  Casey,  a 
private  citizen  running  a  presidential  campaign 
would  have  learned  of  this  plan  let  alone  be 
able  to  fly  to  London  to  meet  with  Stoflberg. 
Third,  even  if  this  scenario  were  possible. 
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Stoflberg  has  maintained  throughout  his  testi¬ 
mony  that  he  began  his  negotiations  with  the 
Iranians  in  June,  1980.  This  would  have  been 
two  months  prior  to  the  taking  of  the  three  Brit¬ 
ish  missionaries.  Fourth,  Stoflberg  indicates 
and  his  passport  confirms  that  he  entered 
London  on  August  11,  1980.  He  then  checked 
into  the  Carlton  Hotel  for  a  “few  days”  and 
then  switched  to  the  Capitol  Hotel  for  “two  to 
four  days”.  After  this  switch  he  alleged  to  have 
his  meeting  with  Casey.  While  it  is  difficult  to 
determine  the  exact  date  of  the  alleged  meet¬ 
ing  in  London,  the  Task  Force  has  been  able  to 
determine  the  whereabouts  of  William  Casey 
during  August,  1980  with  the  exception  of 
parts  of  the  weekend  of  August  16  and  17. 
Therefore,  in  order  for  Casey  to  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  meeting,  he  would  have  had  a  very 
small  window  of  opportunity  within  which  to 
make  the  two  day  trip.  Finally,  in  all  of  the 
hundreds  of  pages  of  documents  Stoflberg 
showed  to  the  Task  Force  to  corroborate  his 
testimony,  not  one  mentioned  Casey’s  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  matter,  or  the  fact  that  the  arms 
dealings  were  being  undertaken  to  assist  in  the 
freeing  of  the  American  hostages.  This  absence 
of  even  one  reference  to  the  hostage  scenario 
given  the  fact  that  the  arms  dealings  were  in 
contravention  of  a  worldwide  arms  embargo 
strains  credulity. 

Stoflberg  was  either  unable  or  unwilling  to 
provide  specific  information  regarding  certain 
aspects  of  his  claimed  scenario  (i.e.  his  British 
Intelligence  contact).  Nor  was  he  able  to  ex¬ 
plain  how  the  Iranian  government  was  to  know 
his  actions  were  on  the  behalf  of  Governor 
Reagan  and  his  campaign  manager,  William 
Casey.  These  two  sets  of  circumstances  coupled 
with  the  above  information  regarding  the  docu¬ 
ment  review  tends  to  shed  serious  doubt  upon 
the  scenario  laid  out  by  Stoflberg. 

It  is,  therefore,  the  conclusion  of  the  Task 
Force  that  Stoflberg’s  alleged  contacts  with 
Casey  are  not  credible. 

F.  Miscellaneous  European 
Meetings 

Many  of  the  individuals  claiming  to  have  par¬ 
ticipated  in,  or  have  knowledge  of,  the  alleged 
Madrid  and  Paris  meetings  involving  Republi¬ 
cans  and  Iranians,  also  assert  knowledge  of 
other  European  meetings  related  to  the  Octo¬ 


ber  Surprise  scenario.  In  some  reports,  the  in¬ 
sertion  of  these  additional  meetings  into  the 
“established”  literature  of  the  October  Surprise 
allegations  has  raised  doubts  regarding  the 
credibility  of  the  individual  making  the  allega¬ 
tion.  These  writers  note  that  it  is,  on  some 
levels,  difficult  enough  to  believe  that  Bill 
Casey  in  the  midst  of  a  presidential  campaign 
could  find  time  to  attend  two  Madrid  and  one 
Paris  meeting,  let  alone  two  or  three  additional 
meetings  elsewhere  in  Europe.  The  Task  Force 
did  not  want  to  prejudge  any  witness  or  con¬ 
fine  its  investigation  to  the  parameters  laid  out 
by  the  journalists  or  writers  supporting  or  de¬ 
bunking  the  October  Surprise  theory.  To  this 
end,  the  Task  Force  endeavored  to  inquire  into 
these  allegations. 

1.  Amsterdam — September  1980 

Ari  Ben-Menashe  claims  that  the  Madrid 
meetings  were  preparatory  meetings  to  the 
“main  Israeli-Iranian  encounter  in  Amsterdam 
in  September,  1980.”  520  According  to  Ben- 
Menashe,  this  meeting  occurred  at  the  Marriott 
Hotel  in  Amsterdam.521 

Ben-Menashe  testified  that  David  Kimche  was 
the  head  of  the  Israel  delegation.  Also  allegedly 
in  attendance  was  Shmuel  Morieh,  Uri  Sim- 
choni,  Ben-Menashe  himself,  and  a  person  Ben- 
Menashe  refused  to  name.522  On  the  Iranian 
side,  Ahmed  Khomeini  was  the  delegation 
leader.  With  him  was  Mehdi  Kashani,  Ahmed 
Omshei  and  Khosou  Fakrieh.  Mehdi  Karrubi 
was  not  in  attendance.523  At  a  later  point  in  the 
course  of  the  meeting,  a  Mr.  Husseinzadeh,  a 
SAVAMA  representative,  joined  the  other  Ira¬ 
nians.  The  meeting  allegedly  took  place  over  a 
three-day  period. 

The  upshot  of  the  meeting,  according  to 
Ben-Menashe,  was  that  the  parties  agreed  to 
the  immediate  release  of  the  hostages  in  return 
for  Israel’s  immediate  commencement  of  an  air 
and  sea  lift  of  arms  to  Iran.  Ben-Menashe  testi¬ 
fied  that  such  a  course  of  action  was  necessitat¬ 
ed  by  major  border  clashes  between  Iran  and 
Iraq.524  Another  element  of  the  alleged  Amster¬ 
dam  agreement,  despite  the  absence  of  Ameri¬ 
cans,  was  the  decision  that  the  Americans 
would  agree  to  release  Iran’s  frozen  assets.525 
(This  was  so  even  though  Ben-Menashe 
claimed  no  American  presence  at  the  meeting.) 
To  assure  U.S.  compliance  with  this  provision. 


Ben-Menashe  claimed  that,  William  Casey  was 
notified  of  the  agreement.526  Yehoshua  Saguy, 
head  of  Israeli  Military  Intelligence,  allegedly 
was  the  Israeli  representative  who  made  the 
contact  with  Casey.527  Ben-Menashe  further 
claimed  that  Saguy  contacted  CIA  Director 
Stansfield  Turner  and  his  deputy,  Robert 
Gates,  about  the  substance  of  the  Amsterdam 
meeting.528 

Ben-Menashe  testified  that  the  Israelis  and 
Iranians  met  in  Amsterdam  in  order  to  avoid 
the  scheduled  meeting  in  Paris  in  October.529 
Unfortunately,  said  Ben-Menashe,  the  Amster¬ 
dam  meeting  did  not  meet  its  stated  objective 
because  the  Americans  did  not  agree  to  the 
terms.  According  to  Ben-Menashe,  when  Saguy 
advised  Casey  of  the  results  of  the  Amsterdam 
meeting,  Casey  did  not  agree  to  the  terms  that 
the  Iranians  and  Israelis  had  agreed  upon. 
Casey,  said  Ben-Menashe,  “wanted  an  Iranian 
representative  to  actually  lay  it  out  for  them 
[the  Americans]  ....  He  wanted  a  face-to- 
face  meeting  with  a  representative  of  the  Irani¬ 
ans  with  one  of  his  own  people.”  530  According 
to  Ben-Menashe,  this  desire  on  the  part  of 
Casey  gave  rise  to  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting 
in  Washington,  D.C.531 

The  Task  Force  found  no  evidence  to  sub¬ 
stantiate  Ben-Menashe’s  allegations  about  a 
meeting  in  Amsterdam.  Indeed,  in  the  GOI 
Report,  Israel  specifically  denied  any  knowl¬ 
edge  of  an  Amsterdam  meeting  in  September 
or  at  any  other  time.532  Further,  all  of  the  indi¬ 
viduals  alleged  to  have  been  involved  in  these 
events  who  were  available  to  the  Task  Force  for 
interview  533  denied  any  knowledge  of,  or  par¬ 
ticipation  in,  the  Amsterdam  meeting.534  For 
these  reasons,  and  because  of  its  determination 
that  Ben-Menashe  was  untruthful  with  respect 
to  other  allegations,  the  Task  Force  concluded 
that  Ben-Menashe’s  totally  uncorroborated  alle¬ 
gation  of  a  meeting  in  Amsterdam  is  a  fabrica¬ 
tion. 

2.  Zurich — September,  1980 

Richard  Babayan,  in  a  sworn  deposition,  tes¬ 
tified  that  he  was  aware  of  a  meeting  at  the 
Hotel  Bur-au-Lac  in  Zurich,  Switzerland  in  Sep¬ 
tember,  1980,  involving  Iranians  and  Ameri¬ 
cans.535  According  to  Babayan,  Mohsen  Baran- 
riz,  Sadegh  Tabatabai  and  a  “close  person  to 
Khomeini”,  who  Babayan  refused  to  name,  at¬ 
tended  this  meeting  on  behalf  of  Iran.536  Ba¬ 


bayan  could  not  identify  the  Americans  present 
at  the  meeting,  but  he  said  that  they  had  exper¬ 
tise  on  military  material  because  the  purpose  of 
this  meeting  was  to  review  Iran’s  need  for 
spare  parts.537 

Of  the  names  Babayan  mentioned,  the  Task 
Force  was  only  able  to  locate  Tabatabai.  The 
Task  Force  interviewed  Sadegh  Tabatabai,  who 
denied  any  knowledge  of  such  a  meeting.538  Ba¬ 
bayan  refused  to  identify  anyone  who  could 
corroborate  his  story.  For  these  reasons,  and 
given  the  Task  Force’s  assessment  of  Babayan’s 
overall  credibility  as  it  relates  to  other  aspects 
of  the  October  Surprise  story,  the  Task  Force 
found  that  there  is  no  factual  basis  for  Ba¬ 
bayan’s  allegations. 

3.  Zurich /Paris — September  and 
October,  1980 

The  Task  Force  interviewed  Der  Spiegel  re¬ 
porter  Martin  Kilian  on  August  5,  1992,  who 
reported  that  one  of  his  sources,  Karl  Heinz 
Ottershagan,  alleged  that  Iranians,  Israelis  and 
Americans  met  in  Frankfurt  and  Zurich  some¬ 
time  between  September  20  and  30,  1980.  He 
further  alleged  that  these  meetings  involved  the 
sale  of  arms  to  Iran  and  that  as  a  result  of 
these  meetings,  Iran  received  adequate  assur¬ 
ances  that  it  would  receive  arms  from  either  or 
both  the  United  States  and  Israel.539  These  as¬ 
surances  lead  to  the  collapse  of  arms  contract 
negotiations  between  European  arms  dealers 
and  Iranian  government  officials.540  The  Task 
Force  investigated  this  allegation  to  determine 
whether  it  stood  scrutiny. 

The  Task  Force  determined  that  these  allega¬ 
tions  have  been  raised  exclusively  in  interviews 
conducted  by  Martin  Kilian  and,  according  to 
Kilian,  a  German  investigative  reporter  by  the 
name  of  Jurgen  Roth.  When  Roth  allegedly 
interviewed  an  individual  named  Karl  Heinz 
Ottershagan  in  early  1989  on  another  matter, 
he  was  advised  that  Ottershagan  had  informa¬ 
tion  regarding  meetings  that  supposedly  were 
held  in  Frankfurt  and  Zurich  in  the  fall  of 
1980. 541  Ottershagan  allegedly  told  Roth  that 
these  meetings  were  between  representatives  of 
the  government  of  Iran  and  Republican  cam¬ 
paign  officials.  According  to  Ottershagan, 
Hamid  Nagashian  and  Colonel  Barand  [ph]  met 
with  Richard  Secord  and  Robert  McFarlane  in 
Zurich,  Switzerland.  The  purpose  of  the  meet- 
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ing  was  to  discuss  the  barter  of  arms  in  ex¬ 
change  for  the  early  release  of  the  American 
hostages.542  Following  this  meeting,  Ottersha- 
gan  allegedly  told  Roth,  Robert  McFarlane, 
Richard  Allen  and  a  CIA  officer  posted  in 
Rome  met  with  Nagashian  in  Paris  in  October, 
1980.  According  to  what  Ottershagan  allegedly 
told  Roth,  the  purpose  of  this  follow-up  meet¬ 
ing  was  to  work  out  the  logistical  details  result¬ 
ing  from  the  September  meeting  in  Zurich.  Ot¬ 
tershagan  allegedly  told  Roth  that  he  did  not 
participate  in  any  of  these  meetings.  He  report¬ 
edly  told  Roth  that  he  learned  about  these 
meetings  from  Nagashan  in  November,  1980. 543 

According  to  Kilian,  Ottershagan  was  re- 
interviewed  by  Roth  three  months  later.  At  this 
second  interview,  Ottershagan  allegedly  told 
Roth  that  both  William  Casey  and  Henry  Kis¬ 
singer  were  present  at  an  October  meeting  in 
Paris.  Additionally,  Ottershagan  reportedly  ad¬ 
vised  that  Robert  Benes,  Houshang  Lavi  and 
Dirk  Stoffberg  were  involved  with  this  meet¬ 
ing.544 

According  to  Kilian,  Ottershagan  was  inter¬ 
viewed  a  third  time  by  Roth  three  months  after 
the  second  interview.  At  that  time,  Ottershagan 
reportedly  related  that  the  alleged  meetings  in 
Zurich  and  Paris  were  actually  part  of  a  series 
of  three  meetings:  Zurich,  in  September  1980; 
Paris,  in  October  1980;  and  Bonn,  in  Novem¬ 
ber  1980.  According  to  Ottershagan,  all  of 
these  meetings  pertained  to  the  American  hos¬ 
tages  and  Nagashan,  Tabatabai,  and  Ahmed 
Khomeini  each  participated  in  aspects  of  these 
meetings.545  Ottershagan  also  reportedly  al¬ 
leged  that  Alexander  de  Marenches  was  aware 
of  the  Paris  meeting.546 

At  his  Task  Force  interview  on  July  23,  1992, 
in  1989,  Martin  Kilian  testified  that  he  had 
interviewed  a  confidential  source  who  claimed 
to  have  been  an  assistant  to  de  Marenches  in 
the  French  intelligence  service.  According  to 
Kilian,  this  individual  advised  Kilian  that  while 
he  had  no  first-hand  knowledge  of  these  Paris 
meetings,  he  claimed  to  have  knowledge 
through  access  to  French  intelligence  records 
that  a  German  businessman  named  “Reisserer” 
was  the  “broker”  of  these  Paris  meetings. 
Kilian  told  the  Task  Force  that  he  was  unable 
to  follow  up  on  the  lead  because  the  French¬ 
man  claimed  to  have  been  threatened  and 
thereafter  broke  communication  with  Kilian.547 


According  to  Kilian,  this  source  made  no  men¬ 
tion  of  the  Zurich  or  Bonn  meetings. 

The  Task  Force  interviewed  Hamid  Naga¬ 
shan,  Dirk  Stoffberg,  Robert  McFarlane,  Henry 
Kissinger,  Alexandre  de  Marenches  and  Rich¬ 
ard  Allen  about  these  alleged  meetings.  Each  of 
these  witnesses  denied  any  knowledge  of,  or 
participation  in,  such  meetings.  The  Task  Force 
could  not  locate  Ottershagan  or  the  German 
businessman,  “Reisserer”,  and  it  could  find  no 
independent  evidence  to  corroborate  any 
aspect  of  these  allegations  and,  for  that  matter, 
the  very  existence  of  either  of  these  two  indi¬ 
viduals. 

Based  on  the  foregoing,  the  Task  Force  con¬ 
cluded  that  there  is  no  credible  evidence  that  a 
meeting  occurred  in  Zurich  as  reportedly  al¬ 
leged  by  Ottershagan,  or  that  the  alleged 
Zurich  meeting  was  the  first  in  a  related  series 
of  meetings  involving  arms  for  hostages.  Fur¬ 
ther,  the  Task  Force  found  no  evidence  whatso¬ 
ever  of  a  Frankfurt  meeting. 

G.  The  Meeting  at  the 
L’Enfant  Plaza 


1.  Allegations 

Following  newspapers  articles  in  1987  re¬ 
porting  accounts  by  Laurence  Silberman  and 
Richard  Allen  of  a  fall  1980  meeting  with 
Robert  McFarlane  and  a  foreign  national  who 
claimed  to  have  a  plan  to  release  the  hostages, 
Ari  Ben-Menashe  and  Houshang  Lavi  came  for¬ 
ward  alleging  their  presence  at  the  meeting  and 
linking  it  to  October  Surprise  allegations.548 
Unlike  other  alleged  meetings  during  the  1980 
time  frame,  it  is  undisputed  that  the  chief  for¬ 
eign  policy  advisor  to  the  Reagan  campaign, 
Richard  Allen,  campaign  foreign  policy  consult¬ 
ant,  Laurence  Silberman  and  then  Senate  staff¬ 
er  Robert  McFarlane  attended  a  meeting  at  the 
L’Enfant  Plaza  Hotel.  The  unresolved  issues 
however  that  existed  prior  to  this  investigation 
were:  the  date  and  subject  matter  of  the  meet¬ 
ing,  the  identity  of  the  foreign  national,  and  his 
relation,  if  any,  to  the  Iranian  government. 

a.  News  Accounts 

In  1986,  William  Safire  wrote  in  The  New  York 
Times  that  Robert  McFarlane  had  approached 
the  Reagan  campaign  “with  an  Iranian  in  tow 


who  proposed  to  deliver  [the]  hostages  to  Mr. 
Reagan  rather  than  President  Carter,  thereby 
swinging  the  United  States  election.”  549  The 
reference  was  premised  on  a  conversation  Lau¬ 
rence  Silberman  had  with  Safire  almost  two 
years  before  the  story  appeared  where  Silber¬ 
man  did  not  identify  the  individual  as  an  Irani¬ 
an.550  This  article  would  fuel  a  1987  story  re¬ 
ported  in  the  Miami  Herald  and  later  allegations 
that  the  meeting,  at  a  minimum,  had  involved 
inappropriate  subject  matter  and,  at  a  maxi¬ 
mum,  provided  a  forum  for  officials  of  the 
Reagan  campaign  to  negotiate  a  deal  to  delay 
the  release  of  the  hostages.551 

In  none  of  these  articles  was  the  identity  of 
the  foreign  national  disclosed,  presumably  be¬ 
cause  none  of  the  Republicans  could  recall  with 
sufficient  detail  the  person  with  whom  they 
met.  After  these  accounts  appeared  in  print, 
however,  two  individuals  claimed  to  have  been 
at  the  meeting — Ari  Ben-Menashe  and  Hou- 
shang  Lavi.  The  Task  Force  has  deposed  under 
oath  most  of  the  participants  and  alleged  par¬ 
ticipants,  and  those  non-participants  with 
knowledge  of  these  events.  The  following  is  a 
recitation  and  analysis  of  the  same. 

b.  Ben-Menashe/Lavi  Allegations 

(i)  Ari  Ben-Menashe 

According  to  Ari  Ben-Menashe,  the  L’Enfant 
Plaza  meeting  was  a  follow-up  to  meetings  in 
September  1980,  held  at  the  Amsterdam  Marri¬ 
ott  Hotel,552  where  representatives  of  Israel 
(David  Kimche  and  Shmoul  Morieh)  met  with 
representatives  of  Iran  (Ahmed  Khomeini, 
Mehdi  Kashani,  Omshei,  Fakrieh,  et  al.).553  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  Amsterdam  meetings, 
Ben-Menashe  claims  that  an  agreement  was 
reached  to  immediately  release  the  hostages  in 
exchange  for  arms  from  Israel.554  Driving  this 
decision,  according  to  Ben-Menashe,  was  the 
outbreak  of  war  between  Iran  and  Iraq. 

Although  the  agreement  contained  the  terms 
discussed  between  the  Americans  and  the  Irani¬ 
ans  in  Madrid,  the  absence  of  an  American  rep¬ 
resentative  caused  Casey  to  balk  when  told 
about  it  in  a  phone  call  from  Menachim  Begin 
and/or  Yehoshou  Saguy.555  According  to  Ben- 
Menashe,  Casey’s  desire  for  a  face-to-face 
meeting  between  a  representative  of  Iran  and  a 
representative  of  the  Reagan  campaign  gave 
rise  to  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting.556 


Ben-Menashe  testified  that  Dr.  Ahmed 
Omshei  557  was  the  designated  Iranian  repre¬ 
sentative.  Ben-Menashe,  who  was  tasked  with 
escorting  Omshei  to  Washington,  D.C.  in  early 
October,  1980,  met  him  in  Frankfurt,  Germany 
and  together  they  travelled  through  New  York 
and  on  to  Washington,  D.C.556,  559  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  says  he  was  advised  of  the  time  and  place 
of  the  meeting  by  Houshang  Lavi,  who,  accord¬ 
ing  to  Ben-Menashe,  served  as  the  coordinator 
and  facilitator  of  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting. 
Lavi,  according  to  Ben-Menashe  advised  that 
the  American  coordinator  was  Robert  McFar- 
lane.560 

In  addition,  during  his  testimony  before 
Senate  investigators,  Ben-Menashe  identified  a 
handwritten  note  that  he  claimed  he  and  Lavi 
dictated  to  a  secretary  from  the  Israeli  consul¬ 
ate  in  New  York.561  The  note  which  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  claimed  to  have  placed  in  an  Israeli  gov¬ 
ernment  file  562  purports  to  set  forth  details  of 
the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting.  It  reads: 

“October  2,  80.  Eastern  Shuttle  to 
DC.  L’Plaza  Hotel.  Ring  telcon  with  J. 
Baker  to  meet  Silberman,  All,  Bob 
McFar.  40  page  document  F14  parts 
already  paid  for  in  return  of  hostages. 
Swap  in  Karachi.  Charter  707.”  563 

The  Task  Force  has  determined  that  Ben- 
Menashe’s  account  of  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meet¬ 
ing  has  been  fabricated.  According  to  numer¬ 
ous  pieces  of  documentary  evidence,  Ben-Men- 
ashe’s  account  is  demonstrably  false  from  be¬ 
ginning  to  end.  As  indicated  elsewhere  in  this 
report,  no  credible  evidence  was  found  that 
meetings  occurred  in  Amsterdam.564  Moreover, 
in  none  of  his  multiple  interviews  with  various 
journalists  before  his  death  did  Lavi,  whose 
own  assertion  of  the  meeting  the  Task  Force 
concludes  to  be  false,  ever  mention  Ben-Men- 
ashe’s  name  or  even  assert  the  existence  of  an¬ 
other  who  attended  the  meeting  along  with  him 
at  L’Enfant  Plaza.  Lavi’s  attorney,  Mitchell  Ro- 
govin,  who  maintained  daily  contact  with  Lavi 
(and  kept  contemporaneous  notes  of  his  con¬ 
versations)  in  September  and  October  1980, 
never  heard  Lavi  mention  Ben-Menashe.565 

Moreover,  Ben-Menashe’s  own  account  of 
the  meeting  is  riddled  with  internal  inconsist¬ 
encies.  Although  he  told  the  Senate  investiga¬ 
tors  that  he  and  Lavi  had  dictated  the  note, 
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Ben-Menashe  told  various  journalists  that  he 
(Ben-Menashe)  wrote  the  note.  Lavi,  on  the 
other  hand,  claimed  that  he  wrote  the  note.586 
It  appears  that  Ben-Menashe  simply  appropri¬ 
ated  the  widely  circulated  note  and  inserted 
himself  like  some  ubiquitous  fictional  movie 
character.587 

Finally,  his  bare  assertion  that  he  attended 
the  meeting  is  directly  contradicted  by  three 
witnesses  whose  testimony  is  summarized 
below,  and  his  personnel  files,  which  indicate 
that  while  he  was  required  to  inform  his  superi¬ 
ors  of  his  travel,  he  failed  to  report  any  travel 
to  the  United  States  in  1980. 568  Accordingly, 
Ben-Menashe’s  unsubstantiated  testimony  is 
not  credible. 

(ii)  Houshang  Lavi 

International  arms  dealer  Houshang  Lavi 
first  claimed  in  1988  to  have  been  the  unidenti¬ 
fied  “Iranian”  at  the  meeting.569  He  claimed  to 
have  initiated  contact  within  the  Reagan-Bush 
campaign  via  James  Baker,  III,  who  referred 
him  to  Silberman.570  As  a  result,  Silberman, 
Allen  and  McFarlane  allegedly  met  at  the  L’En- 
fant  Plaza  to  discuss  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.  Lavi  made  no  mention  of  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe.571 

Lavi  had  contacted  the  John  Anderson  cam¬ 
paign  via  his  attorney,  Mitchell  Rogovin,572  but 
Anderson  refused  to  meet  with  him  and  ad¬ 
vised  him  to  go  to  President  Carter.573  As  a 
result,  Lavi  was  put  in  contact  with  State  De¬ 
partment  officials  and  claims  to  have  travelled 
to  Washington  53  times  in  two  months  to  con¬ 
vince  those  officials  that  the  way  to  achieve  the 
release  of  the  hostages  was  by  selling  Iran 
spare  parts.574  Lavi  claims  he  grew  frustrated, 
and  made  contact  with  the  Republicans  and 
made  the  same  proposal  to  them,  i. e. ,  the  hos¬ 
tages  would  be  released  in  exchange  for  F-14 
parts.  His  offer  was  rejected  and  he  was  told 
the  Reagan  campaign  was  already  “in  touch 
with  the  Iranians.”  575 

Curiously,  Lavi  provided  Barbara  Honegger 
with  the  same  note  referenced  above.576  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Honegger,  Lavi  told  her  in  June 
1988  that  he  was  the  unidentified  foreigner 
cited  in  the  1987  Miami  Herald  story,  and  in 
January  1989  he  provided  her  with  the  note.  At 
neither  time  did  Lavi  mention  Ben-Menashe.577 
When  in  the  spring  of  1989,  Lavi  contacted 
various  journalists  and  claimed  to  be  the  “un¬ 


identified”  person  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meet¬ 
ing,  he  provided  copies  of  the  same  note  that 
he  had  provided  to  Honegger. 

Mitchell  Rogovin’s  testimony  and  records  un¬ 
dercut  his  former  client’s  credibility  and  the  au¬ 
thenticity  of  the  note.  According  to  Rogovin, 
Lavi  came  to  him  in  late  September  with  a 
proposition  he  believed  might  succeed  in  get¬ 
ting  the  hostages  released.  Because  of  his  posi¬ 
tion  with  the  Anderson  campaign,578  Rogovin 
was  keeping  a  contemporaneous  diary  detail¬ 
ing,  among  other  things,  his  contacts  with  Lavi 
during  this  period.579  Rogovin’s  recollection 
was  that  Lavi  contacted  him  regarding  the  hos¬ 
tages  on  September  29,  1980,  and  told  him 
“we  can  get  the  52  hostages  if  we  give  them 
spare  parts  and  oil.”  580  Rogovin  testified  that 
he  believed  that  if  they  could  assist  the  Carter 
Administration  in  getting  the  hostages  back,  it 
would  bring  great  credit  to  the  Anderson  cam¬ 
paign.581  Consequently  following  his  initial  con¬ 
tact  with  Lavi  he  contacted  CIA  personnel.582 

On  September  29,  he  arranged  for  a  meeting 
between  Lavi  and  CIA  officials  on  Thursday, 
October  2  in  Washington,  D.C.  They  met  for 
45  minutes  with  a  CIA  officer,  but  the  interview 
was  “not  well  focused.”  583  Rogovin  had  also 
scheduled  a  meeting  with  CIA  Director  Stans- 
field  Turner  for  October  5,  and  when  Lavi 
asked  Rogovin’s  “permission  to  go  public”,  Ro¬ 
govin  told  him  there  was  no  reason  to  do  so 
before  the  meeting  with  Turner. 

At  the  meeting  on  October  5,  Rogovin  told 
Turner  he  was  “very  surprised  with  the  declina¬ 
tion  of  the  Lavi  offer,”  prompting  Turner  to 
indicate  that  he  would  be  in  touch.584  Rogovin’s 
October  6  entry  revealed  that  Lavi  had  spoken 
to  Diane  Sawyer  of  CBS  as  well  as  “Robert 
Carter  (Reagan  camp/not  interested)”.585  Ro¬ 
govin  testified  that  he  was  surprised  that  Lavi 
had  not  spoken  to  him  prior  to  talking  to  these 
people  but  added  that  Lavi  was  frustrated  that 
there  was  no  interest  in  his  proposal.586 

On  October  8,  Lavi  met  with  Harold  Saun¬ 
ders  at  the  State  Department  in  Washington 
and  they  were  later  joined  by  Roberts  Owen 
and  Peter  Constable.  Rogovin’s  notes  indicate 
that  “after  a  little  fencing,  it  was  apparent  that 
[Saunders]  knew  more  than  Turner  and  was  on 
top  of  the  matter,  he  sought  to  understand  how 
the  swap  would  be  pulled  off.”  587  On  October 
9,  Saunders  wrote  to  Warren  Christopher,  ad- 


vising  that  pursuant  to  Christopher’s  request, 
Rogovin,  Frye  and  Lavi  had  met  to  discuss 
Lavi’s  proposal  that  the  United  States  agree  to 
a  specific  list  of  spare  parts  for  Iranian  F-14s  to 
be  sent  to  Iran  “as  part  of  an  overall  agree¬ 
ment  which  would  produce  the  release  of  the 
hostages.”  588  Saunders  advised  that  he  was  not 
impressed  with  Lavi  and  recommended  that 
they  tell  Rogovin  they  were  interested  but  that 
they  had  their  own  channels  open  and  could 
not  “afford  to  cross  lines”  at  that  moment.589 

On  October  15,  Lavi  and  Rogovin  again  met 
with  Saunders,  Roberts  Owen  and  Peter  Con¬ 
stable.  Lavi  and  Rogovin  expressed  their  disap¬ 
pointment  that  the  State  Department  was  not 
moving  quickly.  Rogovin  noted  in  his  diary  that 
“Lavi  want[ed]  to  bring  the  matter  to  Reagan” 
and  that  he  told  him  he  would  not  be  opposed 
“if  [they]  felt  it  was  going  nowhere.”  590  Rogo¬ 
vin  thinks  it  unlikely  that  Lavi  would  have  made 
that  statement  on  October  15  if  he  had  signifi¬ 
cant  dealings  with  Reagan  campaign  personnel 
earlier  in  the  month.591 

When  the  State  Department  made  inquiries 
about  Lavi’s  bona  fides,  they  received  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  a  friendly  ambassador  in  Tehran.592 
He  said  Bani-Sadr  had  told  him  Lavi  had  no 
authority  to  speak  on  Bani-Sadr’s  behalf.593 
Saunders  advised  Rogovin  on  October  21  of 
Bani-Sadr’s  statement  and  that  the  State  De¬ 
partment  believed  no  Iranian  had  the  authority 
to  negotiate  until  the  Majlis  made  a  decision  on 
and  designated  a  specific  negotiating  chan¬ 
nel.594 

Lavi’s  version  of  events,  which  first  emerged 
after  news  reports  of  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meet¬ 
ing,  is  internally  inconsistent.595  He  claims  to 
have  initiated  his  October  2  contact  with  the 
Republicans  after  he  became  frustrated  with 
the  State  Department  yet  he  did  not  meet  with 
anyone  from  the  State  Department  until  Octo¬ 
ber  8.  Moreover,  it  is  unlikely  that  having  kept 
Rogovin  advised  of  his  every  movement,  he 
failed  to  mention  the  October  2  meeting,  a 
meeting  that  he  alleged,  occurred  the  same  day 
he  met  with  the  CIA. 

The  Task  Force  has  concluded  that  the  note 
is  spurious  for  the  following  reasons.  As  stated 
elsewhere,  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting  with 
Allen,  Silberman  and  McFarlane  occurred  on 
September  10,  not  on  October  2,  1989.  Lavi’s 
attorney  Mitchell  Rogovin,  who  maintained 
daily  telephone  or  personal  contact  with  Lavi  in 


the  fall  of  1980,  has  contemporaneous  records 
showing  that  Lavi  was  meeting  with  him  on  Oc¬ 
tober  2,  1980  and  not  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza. 
Moreover,  the  note’s  content  undercuts  its 
authenticity.  Despite  the  fact  that  Lavi  claimed 
to  have  written  the  note  after  the  meeting, 
the  first  clause  is  written  in  the  future 
tense:  “.  .  .  to  meet  Silberman,  Allen  Bob 
McFar[lane].”  Alternatively,  because  it  appar¬ 
ently  was  written  before  the  meeting  took 
place,  the  author  could  not  have  known  that 
Silberman  would  attend  the  meeting  because, 
as  discussed  below,  Silberman’s  presence  at  the 
meeting  was  unannounced  and  unplanned. 

Finally,  none  of  the  three  participants  whose 
testimony  is  summarized  below  identified  Lavi 
as  the  “Iranian”.  Moreover,  the  Task  Force  is 
mindful  that  information  about  the  participants 
and  meeting  location  were  in  the  public 
domain  before  accounts  by  Ben-Menashe  and 
Lavi  surfaced.  It  is  therefore  worth  noting  that 
the  only  commonalities  contained  in  these  ac¬ 
counts  are  the  names  of  the  other  participants 
and  the  location  of  the  meeting.  Thus,  Lavi’s 
unsubstantiated  account  is  not  credible.596 

c.  The  Meeting 

The  testimony  of  the  Republicans  who  at¬ 
tended  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting,  taken  as  a 
whole,  establishes  that  neither  Ben-Menashe 
nor  Lavi  attended  the  meeting,  and  that  the 
meeting  did  not  relate  to  any  October  Surprise 
allegations.  Variations  however  in  the  testimo¬ 
ny  of  the  three  Republican  participants  remain. 
In  the  opinion  of  the  majority,  those  differ¬ 
ences  raise  additional  questions  both  about  the 
arrangements  for  the  meeting  and  the  failure  of 
any  participant  to  report  it  to  the  Carter  Ad¬ 
ministration.  The  minority,  on  the  other  hand, 
believes  that  considering  the  nature  and  con¬ 
tent  of  the  conversation  and  the  state  of  Allen, 
Silberman  and  McFarlane’s  pre-meeting  knowl¬ 
edge,  there  was  nothing  improper  about  either 
their  attendance  at  the  meeting  or  their  deci¬ 
sion  not  to  report  it  to  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion. 

( i )  Robert  McFarlane 

McFarlane  was  first  interviewed  concerning 
the  meeting  in  December  1988. 597  McFarlane 
told  the  FBI  that  in  August  1980,  an  “Iranian 
national,”  whose  name  he  did  not  recall,  con- 
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tacted  Senator  Tower’s  office  and  indicated 
that  he  represented  the  Iranian  government 
and  wished  to  meet  with  people  in  the  Reagan/ 
Bush  campaign.598  After  discussing  the  matter 
with  Rhett  Dawson,  Minority  Staff  Director  of 
the  Senate  Armed  Services  Committee,  McFar- 
lane  and  Dawson  told  Senator  Tower  about  the 
individual.  He  instructed  McFarlane  to  meet 
with  the  “Iranian”  to  determine  his  credibil¬ 
ity.599 

McFarlane  did  not  meet  alone  with  the  “Ira¬ 
nian,”  instead  he  set  up  a  meeting  with  Allen  at 
the  L’Enfant  Plaza.  Silberman  accompanied 
Allen  to  the  hotel  where  the  Iranian  “superfi¬ 
cially  spoke  of  developing  a  stable  dialogue 
with  the  new  administration  and  of  the  possibil¬ 
ity  of  a  release  of  the  hostages.”  600  No  further 
details  were  discussed  regarding  the  individ¬ 
ual’s  authenticity  as  a  representative  of  the 
“Iranian  regime”  and  he  was  told  he  should 
deal  with  the  Carter  Administration.  McFarlane 
told  the  FBI  he  did  not  contact  the  White 
House  nor  did  he  know  of  anyone  who  did.601 
Finally,  he  told  the  FBI  that  he,  Allen  and  Sil¬ 
berman  did  not  consider  the  Iranian  to  be  a  le¬ 
gitimate  representative  of  the  Khomeini 
regime.602 

More  recently,  McFarlane  testified  that  when 
he  spoke  with  Senator  Tower  and  Rhett 
Dawson  about  the  “danger”  of  talking  to 
people  who  claim  to  speak  on  behalf  of  Iran, 
the  three  exchanged  a  comment  that  “people 
that  say  they  speak  for  the  Iranians  are  suspect 
per  se.”  603  Accordingly,  Senator  Tower  did  not 
have  any  great  expectations  that  this  contact 
would  “go  anywhere  in  the  sense  of  advancing 
U.S. -Iranian  relations  or  solving  any  problems 
at  all.”  604  Nevertheless  Tower  asked  him  to 
contact  Richard  Allen.605  Allen  said  he  was  will¬ 
ing  to  meet  with  the  man,  and  at  the  man’s  re¬ 
quest,  the  meeting  was  arranged  by  McFarlane 
at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  Hotel.606  On  the  appoint¬ 
ed  day,  McFarlane  went  to  Allen’s  office  where 
he  and  Allen  were  joined  by  Laurence  Silber¬ 
man,  and  they  drove  over  to  the  hotel,  where 
the  man  was  waiting  in  the  lobby.607 

During  the  meeting  the  man  did  not  identify 
himself  as  an  Iranian;  McFarlane  said  he  simply 
assumed  that  he  was.608  McFarlane  added  that 
he  appeared  to  be  a  Middle  Easterner.  The  in¬ 
dividual  implied  that  he  was  speaking  on  behalf 
of  the  Khomeini  regime  and  that  it  was  in 
Iran’s  interest  for  relations  between  Iran  and 


the  United  States  to  be  normalized,  but  did  not 
state  any  basis  for  his  authority  vis-a-vis  Kho¬ 
meini.609  He  wanted  to  talk  about  United 
States-Iranian  relations  in  the  event  Reagan 
was  elected  president.610  Although  he  said  he 
could  influence  the  fate  of  the  hostages,  he 
made  no  specific  proposal  except  to  say  that  re¬ 
turning  relations  to  normal  would  have  to  in¬ 
clude  release  of  the  hostages.611  At  the  mention 
of  the  hostages,  Silberman  cut  off  the  conversa¬ 
tion,  saying  “we  have  only  one  government  at  a 
time.”  612  The  conversation  lasted  about  fifteen 
minutes.  McFarlane  testified  that  after  the 
meeting,  the  three  Americans  spoke  and  agreed 
that  the  man  was  not  “a  person  of  substance” 
and  that  Silberman  “had  done  the  right 
thing.”  613 

McFarlane  was  shown  a  photograph  of  Ben- 
Menashe  and  a  videotape  of  Lavi.  He  said  that 
neither  man  was  the  “Iranian”  with  whom  he 
met.614 

( ii )  Rhett  Dawson 

Rhett  Dawson  recalled  that  a  “Middle  East¬ 
erner”  contacted  Senator  John  Tower’s  office 
to  talk  about  the  hostages  and  hostage  transfers 
in  September  1980. 615  Dawson  did  not  person¬ 
ally  meet  him  and  was  not  aware  of  his  name, 
but  he  recalled  being  told  that  the  individual 
mentioned  his  links  to  Khomeini.616  Dawson 
speculated  that  the  initial  call  may  have  been 
handled  by  a  secretary  or  perhaps  by  Tower’s 
administrative  aide. 

Dawson  spoke  to  Tower  about  the  “Iranian” 
contact,  and  Tower  said  McFarlane,  an  Armed 
Services  Committee  staffer,  should  get  the  Re¬ 
publican  campaign  involved.617  McFarlane  con¬ 
tacted  Richard  Allen.  Dawson  heard  nothing 
further  about  the  meeting  until  afterwards, 
when  McFarlane  reported  back  to  Dawson  that 
the  individual  had  not  seemed  credible,  had 
lacked  credentials  and  had  nothing  to  offer.618 

( in )  Laurence  Silberman 

Laurence  Silberman,  who  is  on  the  record 
concerning  the  meeting  as  early  as  1986,  wrote 
a  letter  to  the  editor  of  the  Miami  Herald  on 
September  1,  1987  seeking  to  correct  the 
Chardy  article.  In  the  letter  Silberman  sets 
forth  in  detail  his  recollection  of  the  meeting 
and  what  he  viewed  as  misimpressions  in  the 
article.  The  relevant  portion  is  as  follows: 


As  I  recall,  and  as  I  told  your  report¬ 
er,  the  meeting  took  place  in  Septem¬ 
ber,  not  October,  of  that  year  under 
the  following  circumstances.  I,  then 
living  in  San  Francisco,  was  in  Wash¬ 
ington  for  several  meetings,  one  of 
which  was  a  morning  session  of  some 
of  Ronald  Reagan’s  foreign  policy  ad¬ 
visers  at  Mr.  Allen’s  office.  At  the  end 
of  the  meeting,  Richard  Allen  asked 
whether  I  could  join  him  at  another 
meeting  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  hotel. 
He  explained  that  Bud  McFarlane, 
who  was  on  the  Senate  Armed  Serv¬ 
ices  Committee  Staff,  wished  him  to 
meet  with  someone  who  might  have 
some  information  about  the  hostages 
and  he  would  feel  more  comfortable  if 
I,  a  lawyer  and  once  the  Deputy  Attor¬ 
ney  General  of  the  United  States, 
could  accompany  him.  This  was  about 
noon  and  I  was  scheduled  for  an  after¬ 
noon  plane  back  to  San  Francisco  so  I 
agreed  to  join  him.  We  drove  to  the 
hotel  and  went  to  the  lobby  where  we 
met  Mr.  McFarlane  and  the  other 
person.  (It  was  hardly  as  you  described 
a  “secret”  meeting).  Neither  I  nor 
Dick  Allen  can  remember  the  name  of 
the  person  Bud  McFarlane  brought  to 
the  hotel.  As  I  told  your  reporter  he 
might  have  been  a  North  African 
rather  than  an  Iranian;  whereas  Dick 
Allen  remembers  him  as  an  Iranian 
living  in  Egypt.  He  was  not — and  of 
this  I  am  quite  sure — an  officer  or  offi¬ 
cial  of  the  Iranian  government.  He 
did,  however,  purport  to  have  contacts 
with  Khomeini’s  subordinates  and  sug¬ 
gested  the  prospect  of  gaining  release 
of  the  hostages  if  they  could  be  re¬ 
leased  to  representatives  of  candidate 
Ronald  Reagan  rather  than  President 
Jimmy  Carter.  As  soon  as  what  he  had 
in  mind  became  apparent,  Dick  Allen 
and  I  completely  and  decisively  cut  off 
the  discussion  without  any  further  ef¬ 
forts  to  determine  his  bona  tides.  I 
told  him,  as  your  first  story  reported, 
that  we  Americans  have  only  one 
President  at  a  time  and  that  any  deal¬ 
ings  concerning  the  hostages  would 
have  to  be  with  the  Administration. 


Dick  Allen  agreed.  We  then  left  the 
meeting  and  I  flew  back  to  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  that  day  never  hearing  any  more 
about  the  matter. 

In  addition.  Judge  Silberman  was  also  inter¬ 
viewed  by  the  FBI  in  December  1988  during 
the  background  investigation  of  Senator 
Tower.619  This  earlier  account  is  consistent 
with  his  letter  to  the  Miami  Herald  and  his 
recent  testimony  that  he  attended  a  meeting  of 
Reagan  campaign  foreign  policy  advisors  at 
Allen’s  office  sometime  in  September  1980. 
During  that  meeting,  Allen  advised  Silberman 
that  Bud  McFarlane  had  somebody  who  wanted 
to  see  Allen  with  information  concerning  the 
hostages,  and  asked  Silberman  to  attend  the 
meeting  with  him.620  Silberman  has  stated  re¬ 
peatedly  and  consistently  that  he  had  no  reason 
to  believe  that  the  man  he  would  be  meeting 
was  either  an  Iranian  or  a  representative  of  the 
Iranian  government. 

When  they  arrived  at  the  lobby  of  the  L’En¬ 
fant  Plaza  Hotel,  McFarlane  and  the  individual 
they  were  to  meet  were  already  there;  no  one 
else  was  present.621  While  Silberman  could  not 
recall  the  individual's  name,  he  remembers  that 
he  claimed  to  be  connected  to  the  Shah  and 
had  been  in  Egypt.  He  also  testified  that  while 
uncertain  of  the  individual’s  nationality,  he  had 
the  impression  the  individual  was  a  Moroccan 
or  “some  kind  of  North  African.”  622 

As  to  the  contents  of  the  discussion,  Silber¬ 
man  testified  that  the  individual  said  the  Kho¬ 
meini  regime  was  unrelentingly  hostile  to  the 
Carter  Administration,  but  that  Khomeini 
might  be  induced  to  release  the  hostages  to  the 
Reagan  campaign.623  Silberman  recalled  that  he 
immediately  replied  that  “we  Americans  have 
one  President  at  a  time”  and  that  “if  you  have 
any  matter  you  want  to  take  up  concerning  the 
hostages,  take  it  to  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion.”  624  He  said  that  Allen  “agreed  that  we 
would  have  nothing  to  do  with  this,  we  being 
the  Reagan  campaign,  and  the  conversation 
trailed  off  rather  quickly  and  we  left.”  625  Out¬ 
side  of  the  hotel,  Silberman  advised  Allen  to 
write  a  memorandum  to  the  file.626  He  ex¬ 
plained  that  the  rationale  for  requesting  the 
memorandum  was  to  protect  the  campaign 
against  a  false  charge  that  campaign  officials 
had  met  with  Iranians  regarding  the  hos¬ 
tages.627  Following  the  meeting,  Silberman  re- 
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called  going  to  lunch,  probably  alone,  at  the 
Golden  Ox  in  Washington,  D.C.  The  receipt 
for  lunch  is  dated  September  10. 628 

Judge  Silberman  had  seen  a  photograph  of 
Ari  Ben-Menashe  at  the  time  he  was  inter¬ 
viewed  by  the  FBI  and  he  testified  that  he  had 
never  seen  him  before.629 Judge  Silberman  also 
testified  that  he  had  seen  a  picture  of  Lavi  and 
did  not  recognize  him  either.630 

(iv)  Richard  Allen 

As  noted  above,  Allen  first  discussed  the 
L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting  publicly  in  an  article  in 
the  Miami  Herald  in  April  1987. 631  Allen  de¬ 
scribed  as  “absolute  bologna”  the  suggestion 
that  a  deal  was  struck  between  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  and  Iran  on  a  coordinated  release  of  the 
hostages.  “As  reported  by  Chardy,  Allen  also 
denied  that  the  Reagan  campaign  people  ever 
discussed  any  arms  deal  with  Iran.”  632  Chardy 
reported,  but  did  not  quote  Allen  as  saying, 
that  at  McFarlane’s  behest  Allen  met  at  the 
L’Enfant  Plaza  with  a  man  who  allegedly  repre¬ 
sented  the  Khomeini  regime.633  Chardy  also  re¬ 
ported  that  Allen  indicated  that  he  could  not 
recall  if  the  individual  was  Iranian,  Egyptian, 
Tunisian,  or  Moroccan.634 

In  1990  Allen  testified  during  the  trial  of 
Richard  Brenneke.  Allen,  who  had  not  yet 
found  the  memorandum  of  the  meeting  at  the 
time  he  testified,  stated  that  he  did  not  know 
that  the  meeting  would  concern  the  hostages 
held  in  Iran,  but  asked  Silberman  to  accompa¬ 
ny  him  as  a  witness  in  the  event  the  topic  of 
the  hostages  came  up.635  Allen  testified  that  he 
was  still  unsure  whether  the  emissary  was  Irani¬ 
an  or  Egyptian.636 

Nearly  a  year  later,  Allen  appeared  on  the 
PBS-TV  Frontline  program.  At  that  time,  he  re¬ 
called  that  he  was  introduced  to  an  individual 
that  was  “either  an  Egyptian  or  an  Iranian  or 
could  have  been  an  Iranian  living  in  Egypt 
[with]  the  capacity  to  intervene  to  deliver  the 
hostages  to  the  Reagan  forces.637 

In  1992  Allen  testified  before  the  Senate  For¬ 
eign  Relations  Subcommittee  investigating  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise  allegations.  On  the  eve  of  his 
testimony,  Allen  located  the  memo  he  had  writ¬ 
ten  regarding  the  meeting.638  After  reviewing 
the  memo,  he  testified  that  when  Michael 
Butler  contacted  him  he  agreed  to  meet  with 
the  man  whom  he  believed  wanted  to  discuss 
the  Middle  East,  not  Iran,  and  invited  “one  of 


[the  Reagan  campaign’s]  key  policy  advisors,” 
Laurence  Silberman,  to  the  meeting.639  Allen 
explained  that  he  went  to  the  meeting  because 
Butler  had  called  on  behalf  of  Tower,  and  that 
“when  Senator  Tower  asked  [him]  to  do  some¬ 
thing,  [he]  did  it.”  The  memo,  which  Allen 
claims  describes  his  recollection  of  the  meeting 
in  detail,  reads  as  follows: 

Today  at  11:42  Mike  Butler ,  Senator 
Tower's  office  called  me  to  ask  me  if  I  could 
meet  with  him  to  discuss  a  confidential 
matter.  Subsequently ,  at  about  12  o'clock  he 
and  Bud  McFarlane  came  to  the  office  and 
we  drove  back  down  to  the  Hill. 

On  the  way ,  they  told  me  about  their  meet¬ 
ing  with  a  Mr.  A. A.  Mohammed ,  a  Malay¬ 
sian  who  operates  from  Singapore  and  who 
came  to  them  via  an  old  friend  of  Senator 
Tower's . 640  Mr.  Mohammed  is  apparent¬ 
ly  influential  and/or  active  in  the  Islam 
religious  movement. 

This  afternoon ,  by  mutual  agreement ,  I 
met  with  Messrs.  Mohammed ,  Butler  and 
McFarlane.  I  also  took  Larry  Silberman 
along  to  the  meeting. 

As  it  turns  out,  Mr.  Mohammed 
claims  to  have  a  scheme  which  has  os¬ 
tensibly  received  the  approval  of  Aya¬ 
tollah  Khomeini  to  release  the  hos¬ 
tages  once  the  son  of  the  Shah’s  re¬ 
turned  to  Iran  and  installed  as  a  fig¬ 
urehead  monarch.  Larry  and  I  indicat¬ 
ed  our  skepticism  about  the  possibility 
of  such  an  exercise,  specially  since  it 
also  involves  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.  We  repeatedly  stressed  that  we 
could  (sic)  nothing  to  interfere  in  the 
matter,  and  that  we  placed  a  high 
value  on  the  national  interest.  We  in¬ 
dicated  that  if  he  were  to  come  to  us 
after  the  election,  providing  we  were 
successful,  we  might  be  able  to  be  of 
some  assistance  to  him  in  this  effort. 
However,  for  now,  the  question  of  the 
release  of  the  hostages  is  wholly  within 
the  hands  of  President  Carter  and  the 
Administration,  as  it  properly  should 
be. 

Mr.  Mohammed  indicated  that  he 
and  other  Moslems  are  terribly  disap- 


pointed  by  the  Carter  Administration, 
and  claimed  that  Carter  had  “let  us 
down  time  and  time  again/*  He  was 
very  vehement  in  his  denunciation  of 
the  Carter  Administration.  However, 
we  explained  that  while  we  share  our 
distaste  for  the  Carter  Administration, 
the  matter  of  the  hostages  is  one  af¬ 
fecting  the  national  interest  and  there¬ 
fore  could  not  be  made  subject  to  par¬ 
tisan  devices. 

Both  Larry  and  /  indicated  that  we  would 
be  pleased  to  hear  whatever  additional  news 
Mr.  Mohammed  might  be  able  to  turn  up , 
and  /  suggested  that  the  information  be  com¬ 
municated  via  a  secure  channel.  One  of 
the  questions  that  we  had  about  the 
scheme  was  more  or  less  resolved:  we 
wanted  to  know  why  this  information 
had  not  been  taken  to  the  Administra¬ 
tion,  and  he  indicated  that  he  and  his 
group  have  no  faith  in  the  Carter  Ad¬ 
ministration’s  sincerity  or  integrity.  We 
suggested  that  this  was  a  matter  for 
their  judgment,  but  that  in  the  context 
of  the  hostage  matter  we  could  not 
become  active  in  the  slightest.641 

The  underlined  portions  of  the  memo  are  in 
some  conflict  with  the  testimony  of  McFarlane 
and  Silberman.  Neither  recall  that  the  emissary 
was  Malaysian,  although  neither  ruled  out  that 
possibility.642  Both  McFarlane  and  Silberman 
testified  that  Michael  Butler  did  not  participate 
in  the  meeting.643  McFarlane  had  no  recollec¬ 
tion  of  a  proposal  to  release  the  hostages  once 
the  Shah’s  son  had  been  installed  on  the 
throne,  and  said  that  he  did  not  believe  that 
proposal  was  made.644  Silberman  did  not  recall 
any  mention  of  the  son  of  the  Shah,  as  de¬ 
scribed  in  Allen’s  memo.  However,  he  did 
recall  that  the  emissary  was  a  “monarchist” 
who  claimed  to  have  close  ties  to  the  Shah.645 
Finally,  neither  McFarlane  nor  Silberman  have 
any  recollection  of  Allen  suggesting  to  the  em¬ 
issary,  as  noted  in  Allen’s  memo,  that  any  addi¬ 
tional  information  “be  communicated  via  a 
secure  channel.”  646  While  Allen  testified  that 
the  idea  of  Khomeini’s  releasing  the  hostages 
upon  the  return  of  the  Shah’s  son  struck  him  as 
“absurd,”  he  stood  by  the  account  in  his  memo 
claiming  that  it  had  been  written  contempora¬ 
neously.  In  the  final  analysis,  while  he  could 


not  account  for  the  discrepancies  between  his 
memo  and  the  recollections  of  McFarlane  and 
Silberman,  he  noted  that  he  has  been  on  the 
record  for  years  as  trying  to  find  the  memo, 
and  as  being  the  one  who  revealed  the  exist¬ 
ence  of  the  memorandum.647 

Allen  was  shown  a  photograph  of  Ben-Men- 
ashe  and  a  videotape  of  Lavi.  He  said  that  nei¬ 
ther  man  was  the  person  he  met  at  the  L’En- 
fant  Plaza  Hotel.648 

(v)  C.  Michael  Butler 

Butler  served  as  Senator  John  Tower’s  ad¬ 
ministrative  assistant  in  1980.  In  an  interview 
with  Task  Force  staff,  Butler  said  he  had  no 
recollection  of  having  been  involved  in  any  way 
in  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting.649  Butler  said 
the  name  “A.A.  Mohammed”  sounded  vaguely 
familiar  but  he  had  no  specific  recollection  of  a 
friend  of  Senator  Tower’s  having  referred  this 
man  to  him.650  Butler  stated  that  he  has,  sepa¬ 
rately  and  under  various  circumstances,  met 
Allen,  McFarlane  and  Silberman.651  Butler  said 
he  dealt  with  Allen  during  the  drafting  of  the 
1980  Republican  platform,  and  believes  he  met 
Silberman  some  time  before  1980;  he  dealt 
with  McFarlane  on  a  regular  basis  in  the 
Senate.652 

2.  Conclusion 

As  previously  noted,  the  L’Enfant  Plaza 
Hotel  meeting  differs  from  other  October  Sur¬ 
prise  allegations  in  that  a  meeting  clearly  oc¬ 
curred  between  senior  advisors  to  the  Reagan/ 
Bush  campaign  and  a  source  who  discussed  the 
possibility  of  inducing  Khomeini  to  release  the 
hostages  to  the  Republicans.  The  overwhelm¬ 
ing  weight  of  credible  evidence,  however,  sug¬ 
gests  that  the  meeting  was  not  part  of  a  series 
of  meetings  that  began  at  the  Mayflower  Hotel 
in  Washington  and  progressed  through  Madrid 
and  Amsterdam  and  back  to  Washington. 
Rather,  it  was  a  stand-alone  meeting  generated 
by  a  supporter  of  Senator  Tower.  The  accounts 
provided  by  McFarlane,  Allen  and  Silberman 
are  consistent  and  credible  as  to  why  the  meet¬ 
ing  occurred  and  what  transpired.  The  unsup¬ 
ported  accounts  by  Ari  Ben-Menashe  and  Hou- 
shang  Lavi  are  mutually  inconsistent,  contrary 
to  documentary  evidence,  and  not  credible. 

Judge  Silberman’s  account  of  the  L’Enfant 
Plaza  meeting  has  been  consistent  from  his  ini- 
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tial  account  to  William  Safire,  through  his  cor¬ 
respondence  with  the  Miami  Herald \  to  his  testi¬ 
mony  before  the  Senate  and  interviews  by  the 
Task  Force.  Documents  regarding  his  travel 
and  expenses  demonstrate  that  he  was  in 
Washington  on  September  10,  1980,  and  not 
on  October  2,  1980.  McFarlane  essentially  cor¬ 
roborates  Silberman’s  account  and  although 
Allen’s  recollections  conflict  in  some  specifics, 
they  are  consistent  as  to  the  majority  of  infor¬ 
mation  provided. 

The  nationality  of  the  foreigner  with  whom 
the  Republicans  met  has  been  a  lingering  ques¬ 
tion  surrounding  the  October  Surprise  story,  in 
part  because  Richard  Allen  until  recently  had 
not  been  able  to  locate  the  memorandum  he 
had  written  about  the  meeting.  Thus  for  many 
years  Allen,  for  example,  had  recalled  that  the 
individual  was  an  Iranian,  only  to  learn  later 
that  he  had  characterized  him  in  his  memo  as  a 
Malaysian.  McFarlane,  on  the  other  hand,  had 
always  recalled  him  to  be  an  Iranian.  Silber- 
man,  by  contrast,  never  thought  he  was  an  Ira¬ 
nian  but  rather  was  a  North  African,  possibly 
from  Morocco.  In  any  event,  Allen  and  Silber- 
man  have  always  said  that  they  did  not  know  or 
have  reason  to  believe  that  he  was  either  an 
Iranian  or  a  representative  of  the  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment  prior  to  their  attending  the  meeting. 
Moreover,  all  three  have  always  agreed  that 
after  meeting  with  the  individual,  none  of  them 
thought  he  was  a  representative  of  the  Iranian 
government. 

Both  Ari  Ben-Menashe  and  Houshang  Lavi 
disagree  with  these  credible  witnesses  as  to  why 
the  meeting  took  place,  who  was  present  and 
what  the  detailed  subject  matter  was.  From  the 
timing  of  their  first  revelations  about  the  meet¬ 
ing,  it  is  apparent  that  they  blended  the  L’En- 
fant  Plaza  meeting  into  their  October  Surprise 
tale  after  newspaper  articles  appeared  concern¬ 
ing  L’Enfant  Plaza.  Moreover,  Mitchell  Rogo- 
vin’s  detailed  contemporaneous  diary  entries 
regarding  his  contacts  with  Lavi  make  it  appear 
unlikely  that  Lavi  would  have  been  meeting 
with  the  Republican  trio  on  October  2,  1980, 
and  virtually  unbelievable  that  he  would  not 
have  reported  to  Rogovin  if  not  before,  then 
certainly  after  the  meeting. 

In  the  opinion  of  the  Majority  certain  dis¬ 
comforting  aspects  of  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  epi¬ 
sode  remain.  Some  have  questioned  why  a 
United  States  Senator  would  refer  an  individual 


with  information  about  the  American  hostages 
to  a  political  campaign  rather  than  the  adminis¬ 
tration  constitutionally  tasked  with  handling  the 
crisis.  Based  upon  conflicting  information  as  to 
what  was  known  when  the  source  first  present¬ 
ed  himself  to  Senator  Tower’s  staff,  no  mean¬ 
ingful  conclusion  can  be  reached  as  to  this 
aspect. 

A  second  issue  of  concern  to  the  Majority  is 
the  failure  of  any  of  the  Republican  attendees 
at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting  to  report  what 
had  occurred  to  the  administration.  This  is  par¬ 
ticularly  so  of  Richard  Allen,  who  was  the  chief 
foreign  policy  advisor  to  the  Reagan  campaign 
and  in  regular  contact  with  members  of  the 
Carter  administration  on  a  variety  of  issues.653 
The  Majority  believes  that  the  three  Republi¬ 
cans  who  attended  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting 
were  in  no  position  to  evaluate  the  information 
being  provided  and  its  impact  on  either  Iran’s 
or  the  United  States’  negotiating  options  or  the 
fate  of  the  hostages. 

If,  as  they  testified,  they  were  not  in  posses¬ 
sion  of  contemporaneous  intelligence  informa¬ 
tion  regarding  the  status  of  the  hostage  negoti¬ 
ations,  they  had  no  capacity  to  determine 
whether  the  proposal,  no  matter  how  absurd 
they  believed  it  to  be,  made  sense  in  the  con¬ 
text  of  ongoing  efforts  to  release  the  hostages. 
While  the  Republican  attendees  may  not  have 
inquired  into  the  foreigner’s  bona  fides  for  fear 
of  creating  the  impression  they  were  interested 
in  his  proposal,  that  lack  of  knowledge  further 
solidified  their  inability  to  judge  the  proposal. 
Mr.  Silberman’s  commendable  statement  that 
the  United  States  has  only  one  President  at  a 
time  only  serves  to  reinforce  the  Majority’s  po¬ 
sition  that  this  contact  should  have  been  re¬ 
ported  to  representatives  of  that  President. 

On  a  more  practical  level,  the  Majority  be¬ 
lieves  that  if  Republican  campaign  officials  or 
Senate  staffers  had  reported  this  contact  to  the 
administration,  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting 
would  never  have  become  part  of  the  October 
Surprise  literature.  Because  it  provided  a 
touchstone  for  October  Surprise-related  allega¬ 
tions  by  both  Ben-Menashe  and  Lavi,  it  clearly 
gave  impetus  to  the  idea  that  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  was  at  best  trolling  for  information  about 
the  release  of  the  hostages  and  at  worst  trying 
to  effect  the  release.  Early  reporting  of  the 
L’Enfant  Plaza  incident  might  have  relegated 


much  of  the  October  Surprise  story  to  the 
“backwaters”  of  conspiracy  theories.  The  fail¬ 
ure  to  report  the  incident  made  it  possible  for 
Ben-Menashe,  Lavi  and  others  to  take  this  inci¬ 
dent  and  twist  it  to  fit  their  own  purposes. 

The  Minority  Members,  on  the  other  hand, 
disagree  with  the  Majority  and  conclude  that  in 
light  of  the  nature  and  contents  of  the  conver¬ 
sations  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting,  these  in¬ 
dividuals  were  not  required  by  any  objective 
standard  to  bring  that  information  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  U.S.  Government.  Moreover,  the 
Minority  Members  do  not  believe  that  their  fail¬ 
ure  to  do  so  constituted  an  “action”  to  keep 
the  conversation  from  the  U.S.  Government. 

The  basis  for  the  Minority’s  position  coin¬ 
cides  in  large  part  with  Judge  Silberman’s  de¬ 
tailed  explanation  of  why  he  believed  it  was  not 
appropriate  for  them  to  report  the  meeting  to 
the  Carter  Administration.  Essentially,  Judge 
Silberman  states  that  based  on  the  fact  that  the 
foreigner  with  whom  they  were  meeting  had  no 
bona  fides  as  either  an  Iranian  official  or  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  Iran,  and  had  indicated  an  unre¬ 
lenting  hostility  towards  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion,  it  was  inconceivable  to  him  how  bringing 
such  an  individual  to  the  attention  of  the 
Carter  Administration  could  possibly  have  been 
of  any  value.654  Moreover,  Judge  Silberman 
pointed  out  that  for  them  to  have  inquired  into 
the  foreigner’s  bona  fides  and  his  supposed 
Iranian  connections  would  have  given  that  indi¬ 
vidual  the  false  impression  that  they  actually 
were  interested  in  pursuing  this  overture  with 
him  after  having  told  him  that  any  such  hos¬ 
tage-related  discussion  should  be  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  Carter  Administration. 
Indeed,  as  Richard  Allen  further  testified,  his 
own  reaction  to  the  foreigner’s  statements  was 
that  they  were  so  bizarre  and  preposterous  that 
to  call  National  Security  Adviser  Brzezinski  or 
Assistant  Secretary  Saunders  would  have  been 
a  total  waste  of  time.  Finally,  as  Allen  also 
pointed  out  in  his  Task  Force  deposition,  if 
campaign  officials  had  to  inform  an  administra¬ 
tion  every  time  someone  brought  a  preposter¬ 
ous  scheme  or  rumor  to  its  attention,655  those 
officials  would  be  constantly  on  the  phone  and 
would  ultimately  become  a  laughing  stock  in 
the  eyes  of  their  counterparts.656 

Thus,  the  Minority  Members  believe  that  it 
would  have  been  an  unreasonable  and  unwar¬ 
ranted  expectation  for  senior  foreign  policy  ad¬ 


visors,  such  as  Allen  and  Silberman  (or  even  a 
staffer  like  McFarlane),  to  have  had  to  bring  to 
the  attention  of  the  administration  a  person  so 
lacking  in  legitimacy  and  proffering  so  bizarre  a 
proposition.  In  addition,  the  Minority  mem¬ 
bers,  contrary  to  the  Majority’s  belief,  find  it  in¬ 
conceivable  that  if  this  meeting  had  been  re¬ 
ported  to  the  administration  it  would  have  had 
any  muffling  effect  in  the  long  run  on  the  cre¬ 
ative  imaginations  of  Ben-Menashe,  Lavi,  or 
any  of  the  other  principle  proponents  of  the 
October  Surprise  myth. 

H.  Alleged  Dinner  Between 
Edwin  Meese  and  Cyrus 
Hashemi 


In  1991,  it  was  reported  that  Edwin  Meese 
had  dinner  at  the  home  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  in 
Wilton,  Connecticut  in  December  1980. 657  This 
allegation  was  made  by  Robert  McQueen,  a 
former  agent  of  the  Immigration  and  Natural¬ 
ization  Service  (INS). 

In  mid- 1980,  the  INS  conducted  an  investiga¬ 
tion  of  an  individual  who  was  selling  unofficial 
resident  alien  “green  cards”  to  Iranians.  The 
INS  believed  that  Homa  Hashemi,  Cyrus  Ha- 
shemi’s  wife,  had  purchased  an  unofficial 
“green  card”  from  this  individual  in  the  past 
and  asked  her  to  cooperate  in  a  sting  operation 
to  gather  evidence  on  the  target  of  that  investi¬ 
gation  by  attempting  to  arrange  to  purchase 
one  of  the  “green  cards.”  658 

Subsequently,  Mrs.  Hashemi  placed  tele¬ 
phone  calls  to  the  target  from  her  home  in 
Wilton,  Connecticut  while  INS  agent  Robert 
McQueen  monitored  the  telephone  calls.659 
McQueen  told  the  Senate  that  on  December 
22,  1980,  Mrs.  Hashemi  asked  him  to  stay  for 
dinner.660  McQueen  also  specifically  recalled 
that  Cyrus  Hashemi  was  present  at  the  home 
when  Mrs.  Hashemi  extended  the  invitation.661 
According  to  McQueen,  Hashemi  told  him  that 
Edwin  Meese  was  to  be  a  special  guest  for 
dinner.662  McQueen  told  the  Senate  Special 
Counsel  that  he  declined  the  invitation  because 
he  did  not  think  it  would  be  appropriate  to 
have  dinner  with  Meese  as  Meese  was  slated  to 
be  his  new  “boss,”  i.e.f  Attorney  General.663 
Meese,  however,  was  not  nominated  to  be  At¬ 
torney  General  until  1984. 
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McQueen  recalled  that  he  reported  the  invi¬ 
tation  to  his  supervisor,  James  Dorcey,  who 
also  generally  recalled  McQueen  reporting  the 
invitation.664  However,  Dorcey  recalled 
McQueen  reporting  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  ex¬ 
tended  the  invitation.665  McQueen  also  claims 
that  he  reported  the  invitation  to  the  prosecu¬ 
tors  who  were  coordinating  the  “green  card” 
investigation.  The  Task  Force  has  spoken  to 
those  prosecutors  and  none  recalls  McQueen 
reporting  the  invitation.666 

The  Reagan-Bush  campaign  operations 
center  logs  indicate  that  at  11:15  p.m.  on  De¬ 
cember  22,  Richard  Wirthlin  called  to  speak 
with  Meese  and  that  Meese  and  Casey  were 
dining  together  at  an  undisclosed  location.667 

The  FBI  surveillance  tapes  of  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi,  clearly  indicate  that  Hashemi  was  in 
London  from  December  18  to  December  24 
and  could  not  have  been  present  either  to 
extend  an  invitation  or  to  eat  dinner  at  his 
home  with  Meese.  The  Task  Force  knows  of  no 
reason  for  Meese  to  dine  with  Mrs.  Hashemi 
when  her  husband  was  not  present. 

Homa  Hashemi  testified  under  oath  that  she 
has  never  met  Meese,  that  “Mr.  Meese  has 
never,  ever  come  to  [her]  house”,  that  she 
never  told  anybody  that  Meese  was  going  to  be 
a  dinner  guest,  and  that  McQueen’s  statement 
as  quoted  in  the  press  was  an  “absolute  lie’’.668 

Mr.  Meese  denied  under  oath  that  he  has 
ever  been  to  the  Hashemi  home  or  to  Wilton, 
Connecticut.669  Individuals  employed  at  the  Ha¬ 
shemi  residence,  family  members,  and  family 
acquaintances  similarly  have  no  recollection  of 
Meese  ever  being  a  guest  at  the  home.670  In 
sum,  the  vast  weight  of  the  evidence  refutes 
McQueen’s  allegation  that  Meese  met  with  Ha¬ 
shemi  at  his  home,  and  there  is  no  credible  evi¬ 
dence  to  support  McQueen’s  allegation. 

I.  Meeting  at  Sherry 
Netherland  Hotel  in  New 
York 


1.  The  Allegations 

Another  allegation  of  contact  between  Re¬ 
publicans  and  Iranian  officials  during  the  1980 
election  cycle  is  Jamshid  Hashemi’s  account  re¬ 
garding  a  meeting  in  New  York  after  the  elec¬ 
tion.  According  to  Gary  Sick’s  account  in  Octo¬ 


ber  Surprise ,  Jamshid  alleged  that  his  brother 
Cyrus  organized  a  meeting  at  the  Sherry  Neth¬ 
erland  Hotel  in  New  York  in  mid-January  “be¬ 
tween  members  of  the  Reagan  transition  team, 
Iranian  representatives,  and  at  least  one  Israe¬ 
li.’’  671  Sick’s  discussion  of  this  meeting  is  based 
exclusively  on  information  from  ABC  News 
Nightline  producer  Tara  Sonenshine,  who 
interviewed  Jamshid  Hashemi  about  the  alleged 
meeting  on  January  1,  1990. 672 

At  the  meeting,  the  Republicans  allegedly 
told  the  Iranians  that  “the  deal  was  off’  unless 
the  hostages  were  released  by  Reagan’s  inaugu¬ 
ration  on  January  20,  1981. 673  Subsequently, 
according  to  the  allegation,  “radical  mullahs” 
brought  pressure  to  bear  on  Behzad  Nabavi  to 
resolve  the  crisis  before  January  20.  As  a  result, 
on  January  15,  Iran  reversed  its  position  re¬ 
garding  the  payment  of  its  outstanding  loans.674 

2.  Conclusion 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  evidence — 
credible  or  otherwise — to  support  this  allega¬ 
tion.675  In  fact,  Jamshid  Hashemi  now  disavows 
ever  making  the  allegation.  At  his  deposition, 
he  denied  telling  Tara  Sonenshine  about  a 
meeting  at  the  Sherry  Netherland  Hotel, 
denied  that  he  had  any  knowledge  of  such  a 
meeting,  and  called  the  allegation  “[a]bsolute 
rubbish.”  676 

J.  Other  Possible  Contact 
Between  Casey  and  the 
Hashemi  Brothers 


1.  John  Shaheen:  An 
Intermediary? 

One  of  the  subplots  that  has  featured  in  alle¬ 
gations  that  the  1980  Reagan  campaign  had 
contact  with  the  Iranian  government  is  the  alle¬ 
gation  that  this  contact  was  facilitated  by  John 
Shaheen,  an  American  businessman  who  knew 
both  William  Casey  and  Cyrus  Hashemi.  Gary 
Sick  has  written  that  Shaheen  “served  as  the 
contact  point  between  the  Iranian  expatriate 
banker  and  the  Republican  campaign  chairman. 
It  may  have  been  Shaheen  who  put  Casey  in 
touch  with  the  Hashemi  brothers  in  early 
1980.”  677  Arif  Durrani  reportedly  has  alleged 
that  it  was  Shaheen  who  established  the  contact 


between  Casey  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  which  lead 
to  the  alleged  meetings  in  Madrid  in  the 
summer  of  1980. 678  Houshang  Lavi  reportedly 
told  journalists  Robert  Parry  and  Robert  Ross 
that  Shaheen  was  the  contact  point  between 
Casey  and  Hashemi,  and  that  Lavi  heard  Sha¬ 
heen’s  name  mentioned  when  Lavi  allegedly 
was  in  Paris  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  October 
1980. 679  And  Jamshid  Hashemi  reportedly  told 
German  journalist  Martin  Kilian  that  Shaheen, 
Cyrus  Hashemi,  Adnan  Khashoggi,  and  others 
were  involved  in  an  alleged  offer  of  arms  to 
Iran  by  the  Reagan  campaign  subsequent  to  the 
July  1980  meeting  in  Madrid  involving  Stanley 
Pottinger.680 

a.  Who  Was  John  Shaheen? 

John  Shaheen  was  a  New  York-based  entre¬ 
preneur  who  had  a  long  and  successful  career 
in  the  oil  business.681  Shaheen,  who  died  in 
1985,  also  had  a  life-long  interest  in  the  intelli¬ 
gence  field,  having  served  in  the  Office  of  Stra¬ 
tegic  Services  (OSS)  during  the  Second  World 
War  and  in  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Navy,  where  he  was  involved  in  counterespio¬ 
nage  operations.682  According  to  those  who 
knew  him  well,  he  was  also  partial  to  a  brand  of 
American  patriotism  that  by  today’s  standards 
would  seem  old-fashioned.683  In  this  regard, 
Shaheen  combined  his  fascination  for  the  intel¬ 
ligence  world  with  his  myriad  business  activities 
over  the  course  of  his  career. 

In  early  1976,  Shaheen  suffered  a  major 
business  reversal  when  a  refinery  he  had  con¬ 
structed  in  Come-by-Chance,  Newfoundland, 
was  forced  into  bankruptcy,  leaving  $600  mil¬ 
lion  in  debt  and  spawning  extensive  litiga¬ 
tion.684  During  the  next  several  years,  Shaheen 
attempted  unsuccessfully  to  regain  control  of 
the  refinery.685 

1980  was  a  particularly  difficult  year  for  Sha¬ 
heen.  In  July,  the  trustee  of  the  bankrupt  refin¬ 
ery  won  a  $50  million  judgment  against  Sha¬ 
heen  and  his  company,  Shaheen  Natural  Re¬ 
sources,  based  on  unsecured  loans  made  by  the 
refinery  to  other  corporations  headed  by  Sha¬ 
heen  before  the  refinery  went  bankrupt.686  In 
late  October,  the  bankruptcy  trustee  tried  to 
obtain  Shaheen’s  half-interest  in  his  estate  in 
Southampton,  New  York.687  October  1980  also 
saw  Shaheen’s  son  Bradford  fail  in  a  bid  to 
purchase  the  refinery  from  Peat  Marwick  Ltd., 
the  refinery’s  receiver  and  manager.688 


At  his  deposition,  Bradford  Shaheen  de¬ 
scribed  the  situation  confronted  by  his  father  in 
1980,  testifying  that  the  elder  Shaheen  “was 
.  .  .  caught  up  in  trying  to  survive  his  own 
problems,’’  which  included  “total  lack  of  fund¬ 
ing,  major,  aggressive  well-funded  litigation 
against  him  and  threats  to  act  against  him  by 
the  opposing  counsel  to  force  him  to  pay  the 
judgment  that  was  existing  against  him.’’  689  In 
essence,  the  younger  Shaheen  testified,  1980 
was  a  year  in  which  his  father  “was  focusing  on 
surviving  a  disastrous  business  situation.’’  690 

b.  Shaheen’s  Relationship  with  Casey 

Shaheen  first  met  William  Casey  in  the  OSS 
during  the  Second  World  War.691  Casey  and 
Shaheen  maintained  their  friendship  after  the 
war  and  frequently  socialized  with  each 
other.692  A  particular  source  of  contact  between 
Casey  and  Shaheen  was  their  affiliation  with  the 
Veterans  of  the  Office  of  Strategic  Services 
(VOSS),  an  organization  in  which  they  both 
played  prominent  roles.693 

Casey  and  Shaheen  apparently  had  limited 
contact  in  a  business  context.694  Roy  Furmark, 
who  worked  for  Shaheen  from  1966-1976,  tes¬ 
tified  that  Casey,  acting  as  Shaheen’s  lawyer, 
accompanied  Shaheen  and  Furmark  on  a  trip  to 
Kuwait  in  1976  in  an  effort  to  entice  the  Ku¬ 
waiti  National  Petroleum  Corporation  to  invest 
in  the  Newfoundland  refinery  and  thereby  help 
Shaheen  avert  the  loss  of  the  refinery.695  On 
another  occasion,  Shaheen  asked  Casey  for 
advice  regarding  potential  partners  for  a  New 
York  newspaper  business  that  he  was  trying  to 
establish.696 

c.  Shaheen’s  Relationship  with  Cyrus 
Hashemi 

According  to  statements  he  made  to  the  FBI, 
Shaheen  met  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  late  1979  or 
early  1980  at  Hashemi’s  office  in  New  York.697 
At  the  time,  Shaheen  was  seeking  contracts  to 
purchase  crude  oil  for  processing  by  his  refin¬ 
eries,  and  Hashemi  had  been  identified  to  Sha¬ 
heen  as  someone  with  good  contacts  in  the  oil 
communities  in  Iran,  Nigeria,  and  Tunisia.698 
Following  their  introduction,  Shaheen  solicited 
Hashemi’s  assistance  in  securing  contracts  to 
purchase  crude  oil.699 

In  1980,  Cyrus  Hashemi  assisted  Shaheen  in 
his  bid  to  regain  control  of  the  Newfoundland 
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refinery.  According  to  O.  Jackson  Cook,  an  at¬ 
torney  who  also  assisted  Shaheen  in  this  effort, 
Hashemi  assembled  a  group  of  investors  who 
made  money  available  to  Shaheen  to  bid  on  the 
refinery.700  The  FBI’s  electronic  surveillance  of 
Cyrus  Hashemi  confirms  that  Cyrus  and  Sha¬ 
heen  were  in  contact  in  late  1980  regarding  the 
Newfoundland  refinery.701 

Shaheen  also  assisted  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  vari¬ 
ous  ways.  For  example,  Shaheen  made  his 
office  in  London  available  to  Cyrus.702  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Jamshid  Hashemi,  Shaheen  also  helped 
to  obtain  a  U.S.  visa  for  Jamshid  in  London  in 
late  December  1979,  thereby  enabling  Jamshid 
to  travel  to  the  United  States  and  meet  in  early 
January  1980  with  U.S.  Government  officials.703 

The  degree  to  which  Shaheen  and  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  enjoyed  a  friendship  beyond  their  busi¬ 
ness  relationship  is  uncertain.  Maureen  McPart- 
land  Brokaw,  Shaheen’s  long-time  former  sec¬ 
retary,  informed  the  Task  Force  that  Hashemi 
was  merely  a  business  associate  of  Shaheen’s, 
not  a  social  friend.704  In  her  view,  the  driving 
force  behind  the  relationship  was  the  fact  that 
Shaheen  was  financially  strapped  and  Hashemi 
could  be  of  assistance  in  securing  loans.705  O. 
Jackson  Cook,  an  attorney  who  worked  with 
both  Shaheen  and  Hashemi  in  connection  with 
the  Newfoundland  refinery,  testified  that  the 
two  men  had  “a  wary  friendship.”  706  On  the 
other  hand,  William  Sherman,  Cyrus  Hashemi’s 
London  office  manager,  thought  the  friendship 
between  the  two  was  very  close.707 

d.  Shaheen’s  Interest  in  the  1979-81 
Hostage  Crisis 

The  Task  Force  obtained  credible  documen¬ 
tary  evidence  that  John  Shaheen  pursued  a 
scheme  to  free  the  American  hostages  in  Iran. 
According  to  CIA  documents,  Shaheen  ap¬ 
proached  the  Carter  White  House  in  late  De¬ 
cember  1979  with  a  proposal  to  rescue  the  hos¬ 
tages.708  The  rescue  operation  was  to  be  direct¬ 
ed  by  former  Iranian  Army  General  Oveissi, 
then  living  in  New  York,  and  executed  by  a 
cadre  of  100  Iranians  supposedly  in  place  in 
Tehran.709  The  White  House,  in  turn,  brought 
the  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  CIA.710 

During  the  next  few  weeks,  Shaheen  contin¬ 
ued  to  press  his  proposal  on  the  CIA.  The  CIA 
official  designated  as  the  Agency’s  liaison  to 
Shaheen  had  several  telephone  conversations 
with  Shaheen,  many  of  which  were  initiated  by 


Shaheen.711  Shaheen  indicated  to  the  Agency 
official  that  he  himself  had  “cooked  up”  the  at¬ 
tempt  to  reach  the  Iranian  general  in  order  to 
resolve  the  hostage  crisis.712  Although  the 
Agency  official  found  Shaheen’s  proposal 
“well-intentioned,”  he  sought  to  dissuade  Sha¬ 
heen  from  pursuing  the  idea  further  by  ex¬ 
plaining  to  him  various  operational  and  politi¬ 
cal  problems  that  made  the  plan  impractical.713 
By  late  January  1980,  Shaheen’s  CIA  interlocu¬ 
tor  apparently  persuaded  Shaheen  to  drop  the 
matter. 714 

Shaheen  re-contacted  the  CIA  in  late  April 
1980  following  the  failed  rescue  mission  by  the 
Carter  Administration.  According  to  CIA 
records,  Shaheen  expressed  his  desire  to  meet 
again  with  Agency  officials  and  offer  his  ideas 
on  how  to  free  the  hostages.715  As  before,  Sha¬ 
heen  apparently  was  trying  to  obtain  a  hearing 
for  his  ideas  by  using  his  contacts  with  Griffin 
Bell  and  Charles  Kirbo.716  The  Task  Force 
found  no  evidence  that  the  CIA  accorded  Sha¬ 
heen  such  a  hearing,  that  the  Agency  tried  to 
implement  any  of  Shaheen’s  ideas,  or  that  Sha¬ 
heen  was  subsequently  in  contact  with  the  CIA 
regarding  the  hostages  in  Iran.  Nor  did  the 
Task  Force  find  any  evidence  that  Shaheen  was 
in  contact  with  William  Casey  or  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  regarding  his  approaches  to  the  CIA. 

The  Task  Force  did  find  evidence,  however, 
that  Casey  probably  was  aware  of  Hashemi 
prior  to  becoming  DCI,  and  that  it  was  John 
Shaheen  who  first  brought  Hashemi  to  Casey’s 
attention.717  In  February  1984,  two  FBI  agents 
interviewed  Shaheen  in  connection  with  the 
criminal  investigation  of  Hashemi  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice.  The  FBI’s  report  of  this 
interview,  in  pertinent  part,  states  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

Shaheen  stated  that  he  mentioned 
[Cyrus]  Hashemi  to  persons  in  the  CIA  be¬ 
cause  during  the  course  of  Shaheen’s 
contact  with  Hashemi  he  determined 
that  Hashemi  might  be  able  to  play 
some  role  in  either  alleviating  the  hos¬ 
tage  crises  [sic]  in  Iran  or  in  establish¬ 
ing  a  dialogue  with  the  [Khomeini] 
government  and  the  United  States.  He 
stated  that  he  made  these  contacts  including 
a  contact  with  Director  William  Casey  of  the 
CIA  on  a  strictly  voluntary  basis,  acting  on 
his  own  at  all  times  without  prompting  from 


Hashemi  or  [anyone]  connected  to  Hashemi. 

He  emphasized  that  as  a  businessman 
and  a  political  realist  he  was  aware 
that  sooner  or  later,  despite  the  Irani¬ 
an  hostage  crises,  the  United  States 
would  have  to  engage  in  some  type  of 
relationship  with  Iran  and  believed 
that  Hashemi  might  play  some  type  of 
role  in  establishing  that  relationship, 
however,  minor.718 

This  excerpt  from  the  FBI’s  report  could  be 
construed  to  mean  that  Shaheen  contacted 
Casey  during  the  period  of  the  Iran  hostage 
crisis,  and  that  Shaheen  “mentioned  Hashemi 
to  Casey  at  that  time.  It  could  also  be  con¬ 
strued  to  mean  that  Shaheen  mentioned  Ha¬ 
shemi  to  Casey  after  Casey  had  become  DCI, 
given  the  statement  that  Shaheen  “mentioned 
Hashemi  to  persons  in  the  CIA”  and  the  refer¬ 
ence  to  Casey  as  DCI. 

The  next  paragraph  of  the  FBI’s  report  does 
not  fully  resolve  interpretations  regarding 
whether  Shaheen  first  mentioned  Hashemi  to 
Casey  during  the  hostage  crisis  of  1979-1981, 
or  at  some  later  time:719 

Shaheen  recalled  vaguely  that  in  Oc¬ 
tober  of  1983  after  he  had  a  conversation 
with  William  Casey  at  a  date,  place  and 
time  unrecalled,  a  conversation  wherein 
Shaheen  explained  to  Casey  his  knowledge  of 
Hashemi  and  how  he  thought  Hashemi 
might  have  some  value  to  the  United  States 
with  regards  to  Iran ,  Shaheen  met  with 
one  of  Casey’s  representatives  who  is 
the  Chief  of  a  Near  East  Branch  of  the 
CIA.  Shaheen  recalled  that  at  the 
luncheon  meeting  he  explained  his 
knowledge  of  Hashemi  and  how  he 
thought  Hashemi  might  have  some 
impact  on  the  current  Iranian  situa¬ 
tion.720 

This  language  could  be  construed  to  mean 
that  Shaheen  did  not  bring  Hashemi  to  Casey’s 
attention  until  October  1983.  In  light  of  strong 
evidence  regarding  a  subsequent  hostage-relat¬ 
ed  initiative  by  Shaheen,  this  excerpt  could  also 
be  interpreted  to  mean  that  the  subject  of  Sha- 
heen’s  October  1983  overture  to  Casey  related 
to  Americans  being  held  hostage  in  Lebanon, 
not  Iran.721  , 

The  Task  Force  resolved  any  ambiguity 
about  Shaheen’s  communications  with  Casey 


regarding  Hashemi  by  obtaining  sworn  testimo¬ 
ny  from  former  FBI  agent  Louis  Stephens,  who 
conducted  the  interview  with  Shaheen  in  1984 
and  authored  the  FBI  interview  report.722  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Stephens,  Shaheen  indicated  during 
the  interview  that  he  mentioned  Cyrus  Hashemi 
to  Casey  approximately  twice  prior  to  Ronald 
Reagan’s  inauguration  in  January  1981. 723  Ste¬ 
phens  testified  that  Shaheen  had  sought  to 
bring  Hashemi  to  the  attention  both  of  Casey 
and  officials  at  the  CIA  because  Shaheen  be¬ 
lieved  that  Hashemi  had  high-level  contacts  in 
Iran  to  whom  he  could  pass  messages  on  behalf 
of  the  U.S.  government  and  thereby  improve 
communications  between  Washington  and 
Tehran.724  Shaheen  indicated  to  Stephens  that 
his  remarks  to  Casey  about  Hashemi  were 
made  at  social  encounters  “nonspecific  to  Ha¬ 
shemi  in  which  Hashemi  came  up  as  a  topic  of 
conversation.  .  .  .  Hashemi  was  not  number 
one  on  the  agenda.’’  725  On  both  occasions, 
Shaheen  acted  on  his  own,  without  any 
prompting  by  Hashemi.726 

According  to  Stephens,  Shaheen  did  not 
comment  about  Casey’s  reactions,  if  any,  to 
Shaheen’s  mention  of  Hashemi.727  He  had  a 
specific  recollection,  however,  that  Shaheen 
told  him  Casey  never  asked  him  to  take  any 
follow-up  action  regarding  Hashemi,  such  as 
directing  Hashemi  to  obtain  information  for 
Casey  or  setting  up  a  meeting  between  Casey 
and  Hashemi.728  Stephens  also  testified  that  at 
no  time  did  Shaheen  indicate  that  Casey  and 
Hashemi  had  direct  contact  with  each  other.729 
Nor  did  Stephens  ever  learn  anything  during 
the  course  of  the  criminal  investigation  of  Ha¬ 
shemi  to  indicate  that  Casey  and  Hashemi  had 
been  in  direct  contact.730 

The  FBI’s  electronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus 
Hashemi  provides  additional  evidence  regard¬ 
ing  whether  there  was  contact  between  Casey 
and  Hashemi  in  1980.  On  the  afternoon  of  Sat¬ 
urday,  November  8,  1980 — four  days  after  the 
presidential  election — John  Shaheen  tele¬ 
phoned  Cyrus  Hashemi.  The  vast  majority  of 
this  conversation,  which  lasted  about  fourteen 
minutes,  concerned  business  matters.  Toward 
the  end  of  the  conversation,  Shaheen  tells  Ha¬ 
shemi  that  “Bill  Casey”  called  him  prior  to  the 
election  and  asked  Shaheen’s  help  to  prevent 
ballot  fraud  on  election  day.731  The  following 
exchange  then  took  place: 
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SHAHEEN:  I  called  Pottinger  and 
told  him  that  if  he  needed  anything 
from  Casey  during  this  transition 
period  because  ah — Reagan  the  other 
day  appointed  Casey  head  of  the  tran¬ 
sition  team. 

HASHEMI:  Yes,  yes. 

SHAHEEN:  So  if  there  is  anything 
that  is  needed  I  said,  or  if  Cyrus  wants 
anything  in  his  stuff  let  me  know  be¬ 
cause,  you  know,  we’re  one  team  that 
works  together. 

HASHEMI:  Right. 

SHAHEEN:  And  Stan  was  very  ap¬ 
preciative  and  being  a  Washington 
lawyer  they  live  on  connections  you 
know. 

HASHEMI:  Right,  oh  absolutely. 

SHAHEEN:  That’s  their  game. 

HASHEMI:  No,  I  think  that,  you 
know.  I  would  a — look  forward  to 
seeing  him  in  the  next  a - 

SHAHEEN:  Yeah.  I  want  you  to 
lunch  with  the  guy. 

HASHEMI:  Yeah. 

SHAHEEN:  I  told  him  I  was  getting 
into  a  banking  venture  with  ya,  with 
you,  and  you  know,  what  the  hell  you 
might  as  well  have  a  direct  one  to  one 
relationship. 

HASHEMI:  Right. 

SHAHEEN:  You  know  you’re  an  old 
pal  of  mine,  35  years. 

HASHEMI:  Right. 

SHAHEEN:  Fair  enough.  I’m  here  if 
you  want  me.732 

Assuming  that  Shaheen  was  being  truthful  to 
Hashemi  regarding  Shaheen’s  previous  conver¬ 
sation  with  Casey,  the  conversation  between 
Shaheen  and  Hashemi  indicates,  at  a  minimum, 
that  Casey  was  aware  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  by 
early  November  1980. 733  Whether  this  conver¬ 
sation  indicates  that  there  had  been  actual 
prior  contact  between  Casey  and  Hashemi  is 
open  to  interpretation.734  Based  upon  the  evi¬ 
dence  found  by  the  Task  Force,  however — and, 
perhaps  more  significantly,  based  upon  the  ab¬ 


sence  of  any  credible  evidence  to  the  con¬ 
trary — the  most  logical  interpretation  is  that 
Casey  and  Hashemi  had  not  had  any  direct 
contact  with  each  other  at  the  time  of  this  con¬ 
versation. 

The  Task  Force  reached  this  conclusion  for 
two  reasons.  First,  it  would  make  little  sense 
for  Shaheen  to  refer  to  a  “direct  one  to  one  re¬ 
lationship’’  between  Casey  and  Hashemi  in  the 
future  tense  if  they  already  had  direct  contact 
with  each  other.  Second,  when  listening  to  the 
tape  of  the  conversation,  the  predominant  im¬ 
pression  one  has  regarding  Shaheen’s  remark, 
“I  want  you  to  lunch  with  the  guy,”  is  that  Sha¬ 
heen  wants  to  introduce  Casey  and  Hashemi  to 
each  other.736 

2.  References  to  William  Casey  by 
Cyrus  Hashemi 

a.  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Hashemi 

Of  all  the  evidence  reviewed  by  the  Task 
Force,  the  conversations  involving  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  that  were  recorded  by  the  FBI  in 
1980-81  are  among  the  most  probative  evi¬ 
dence  of  whether  Cyrus  and  Jamshid  Hashemi 
had  contact  with  William  Casey  in  1980.  In 
more  than  21,000  conversations  recorded  by 
the  FBI — spanning  nearly  1 ,800  hours — there  is 
not  a  single  indication  that — William  Casey  had 
contact  with  Cyrus  or  Jamshid  Hashemi.736  Nor 
is  there  any  evidence  on  the  tapes  that  Casey, 
Cyrus  Hashemi,  or  Jamshid  Hashemi  had  con¬ 
tact  in  1980  with  Mehdi  or  Hassan  Karrubi.737 
Indeed,  there  is  no  indication  on  the  tapes  that 
Casey  or  any  other  individuals  associated  with 
the  Reagan  campaign  had  contact  with  any  per¬ 
sons  representing  or  associated  with  the  Irani¬ 
an  government.738  Certain  conversations,  how¬ 
ever,  contain  references  to  Casey  by  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi,  as  discussed  further  below. 

(i)  Conversation  with  Horn  hang  Ary  anpour 

On  November  14,  1980,  Admiral  Houshang 
Aryanpour  telephoned  Cyrus  Hashemi  to  speak 
to  Cyrus  about  Jamshid  Hashemi.  In  the  course 
of  this  conversation,  which  took  place  in  Per¬ 
sian,  Aryanpour  raised  concerns  about  Jam- 
shid’s  involvement  in  the  disposition  of  $1  mil¬ 
lion  in  funds  intended  for  Admiral  Madani’s 
use.739  In  response,  Cyrus  Hashemi  stated  that 
“the  issue  of  the  one  million  dollars  is  not  pos- 


sible  because  one  of  my  prides — as  they  say — is 
that — and  the  reason  I  am  today  able  to  talk  with , 
let  us  assume ,  Mr.  Muskie  or ,  with  let  us  assume ,  Mr. 
Casey ,  replacement ,  I  am  pure  and  honest  .  .  . 
because  I  insisted — because  they  called  me  that 
they  wanted  to  give  what  was  left  of  the  money 
toward  Madani’s  election  to  the  Majles.”  740 

There  is  no  evidence  from  the  FBI’s  elec¬ 
tronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  to  indi¬ 
cate  that  Cyrus  was  in  contact  with  Secretary  of 
State  Edmund  Muskie  or  William  Casey  during 
the  fall  of  1980. 741  Additionally,  at  his  deposi¬ 
tion,  Houshang  Aryanpour  did  not  manifest 
any  knowledge  that  Cyrus  had  a  relationship 
with  Casey. 

Aryanpour  did  testify  that  Jamshid  told  him 
in  mid-  or  late  1988  that  he  had  attended  a 
meeting  in  Spain  in  1980  with  William  Casey 
and  Mehdi  Karrubi.742  Jamshid  again  men¬ 
tioned  a  meeting  in  Spain  in  a  conversation 
with  Aryanpour  in  1991  subsequent  to  the 
April  1991  broadcast  of  the  PBS-TV  “Front¬ 
line”  documentary  concerning  the  October 
Surprise  allegations.743  During  the  conversation 
in  which  Jamshid  first  spoke  about  a  meeting  in 
Spain,  Jamshid  made  no  mention  of  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi’s  presence,  mentioning  only  the  pres¬ 
ence  at  the  meeting  of  Casey,  Mehdi  Karrubi, 
and  Jamshid  himself.744  Nor,  during  the  second 
conversation,  did  Jamshid  indicate  that  Cyrus 
had  been  present  at  a  meeting  in  Spain. 
Indeed,  Jamshid  told  Aryanpour  that  the  only 
people  in  attendance  were  Jamshid,  Casey,  and 
Mehdi  Karrubi.745 

The  subject  of  meetings  in  Spain  never  came 
up  in  conversation  between  Aryanpour  and 
Cyrus  Hashemi.746  In  addition,  at  no  time  did 
Jamshid  ever  indicate  to  Aryanpour  that  Cyrus 
had  a  relationship  with  Casey.747 

(ii)  Conversation  with  Mahmoud  Moini-Eraghi 

On  November  20,  1980,  Mahmoud  Moini- 
Eraghi  telephoned  Cyrus  Hashemi  at  his  office 
in  New  York.  According  to  the  FBI’s  translation 
of  this  conversation,  the  two  men  discussed  the 
following  after  exchanging  pleasantries: 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  I  have  had  no 
news  of  Iran.  Also  I  heard  last  that 
night  that  Ardashir  Zahedi  [the  former 
Iranian  ambassador  to  the  United 
States]  has,  it  appears,  come  to  Wash¬ 
ington.  And  it  is  said  that  he  ...  of 


course,  you  know  that  he  has  a  had  a 
relationship  with  the  Republicans  and 
has  been  a  close  friend  of  Reagan’s,  it 
seems,  has  come  to  Washington  and 
begun  [some]  political  activities.  Have 
you  heard  anything  about  this? 

HASHEMI:  The  truth  is  that  I  have 
not,  because  I  was  on  the  phone  with 
Tehran,  and  Ali  Agah748  was,  by 
chance,  at  the  location  where  I  had 
telephoned.  .  .  . 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  Yes,  yes.  .  .  . 

HASHEMI:  I  talked  with  him  also 
for  about  ten  to  fifteen  minutes.  .  .  . 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  Right.  .  .  . 

HASHEMI:  That  is,  I  was  talking  to 
[Behzad]  Nabavi.  .  .  . 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  Right. 

HASHEMI:  .  .  .  Behzad  Nabavi  .  .  . 
so,  by  chance  he  [i.e.,  Ali  Agah]  was 
also  there.  .  .  . 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  Right. 

HASHEMI:  .  .  .  and  he  talked  with 
some  and  said  that  he  had  heard  that 
several  of  the  people  who  were  in¬ 
volved  had  gone  to  Washington  to  un¬ 
dertake  some  activity.  He  wanted  to 
know  whether  I  had  any  news.  I  said 
that  the  truth  is  that  I  did  not  know,  of 
course,  he  [i.e.,  Ali  Agah]  did  not 
mention  his  [i.e.,  Zahedi’s]  name.  .  .  . 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  Yes,  I  heard  that 
he  [i.e.,  Zahedi]  had  gone  and  met 
with  Kissinger  and  had  also  met  with 
Reagan  and  presently  is  seriously  en¬ 
gaged  in  activities,  and  this  .  .  . 

HASHEMI:  .  .  .  Yes,  he  can  do 
nothing.  .  .  . 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  Now,  you  keep 
this  [news]  in  mind.  .  .  . 

HASHEMI:  .  .  .  yes,  because  you 
know  with  ...  I,  you  know ,  I  have  been , 
well ,  close  friends  and  things  with  Casey  for 
several  years  .  .  .  and  I  am  now  a  very 
good  friend  of  his.  .  .  . 

MOINI-ERAGHI:  Right  .  .  .749 


124 


At  his  deposition,  Moini-Eraghi  had  only  a 
vague  recollection  of  this  telephone  conversa¬ 
tion.  He  had  no  recollection  of  discussing  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey  with  Cyrus,  and  he  had  no  recollec¬ 
tion  of  Cyrus  ever  telling  him  that  Cyrus  and 
Casey  were  friends.750  Moini-Eraghi  also  did 
not  recall  Cyrus  ever  telling  him  that  he  had 
good  contacts  in  the  Republican  Party  in 
1980. 751 

(in)  Conversation  Between  Alanna  Torres  and 
0.  Jackson  Cook 

On  January  21,  1981 — one  day  after  Ronald 
Reagan’s  inauguration — Cyrus  Hashemi’s  secre¬ 
tary,  Alanna  Torres,  telephoned  O.  Jackson 
Cook  to  read  a  telex  to  Cook  that  Hashemi  was 
sending  to  John  Shaheen.752  Cyrus  Hashemi 
was  not  a  party  to  this  conversation,  and  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey’s  name  is  not  mentioned  during  the 
conversation.  Further,  the  majority  of  the  telex 
concerns  a  business  transaction  involving  the 
Bank  of  England  and  an  upcoming  trip  to 
London.  The  end  of  the  telex,  however,  con¬ 
tains  language  which  is  relevant  to  the  allega¬ 
tions  that  Casey  and  Hashemi  were  in  contact 
in  1980.  The  pertinent  parts  of  the  telex  are  as 
follows: 

TORRES:  I’m  going  to  be  sending  a 
telex  to  John  Shaheen’s  office.  .  .  . 

COOK:  Okey  Doke.  .  .  . 

TORRES:  .  .  .  and  Doctor  Hashemi 
asked  me  if  I  could  just  read  it  to  you 
before  I  send  it. 

COOK:  Sure.  [In  the  telex,  Cyrus 
then  discusses  business  transactions 
involving  Bank  of  England  and  upcom¬ 
ing  travel  to  London] 

TORRES:  [I]n  view  of  our  friend¬ 
ship  ...  I  would  urge  you  to  make 
time  so  we  may  get  together,  resolve 
the  outstanding  issues,  and  also  see  if 
we  can  be  of  any  assistance  to  you.  On 
another  front,  it  is  important  that  you  and  I 
get  together  since  there  might  be  a  rather  im¬ 
portant  matter  which  could  be  of  mutual  in¬ 
terest  to  one  of  your  friends  who  was  also 
one  of  your  former  colleagues  ... 753 

The  Task  Force  did  not  find  any  evidence  to 
clarify  the  identity  of  Shaheen’s  “friend”  and 
“former  colleague.”  Assuming  that  this  person 


was  Casey,  it  can  be  inferred  from  the  telex 
that  Shaheen  and  Hashemi  had  previously  dis¬ 
cussed  Shaheen’s  relationship  with  Casey,  and 
that  Hashemi  by  this  time  was  aware  that  Casey 
was  going  to  hold  a  prominent  position  in  the 
Reagan  Administration.  The  telex  could  further 
be  interpreted  to  mean  that  Hashemi  was  inter¬ 
ested  in  passing  a  message  to  Casey  through 
Shaheen. 

Neither  of  these  inferences  tends  to  establish 
that  Casey  and  Hashemi  had  previously  been  in 
direct  contact  with  each  other  regarding  Iran  or 
any  other  matter.  Although  Shaheen  may  have 
previously  mentioned  Hashemi  to  Casey  in 
connection  with  Iran,754  the  telex  contains  no 
mention — veiled  or  direct — of  prior  contact  be¬ 
tween  Hashemi  and  Shaheen’s  “former  col¬ 
league.”  Nor  is  the  nature  of  the  “important 
matter”  which  Hashemi  wishes  to  discuss  iden¬ 
tified.  That  Hashemi  might  have  sought  a  com¬ 
munications  channel  to  Casey  would  not  be 
surprising  in  light  of  the  access  he  had  with 
senior  officials  in  the  Carter  Administration 
and  the  opportunity  presented  by  his  access  to 
a  friend  of  the  incoming  Director  of  Central  In¬ 
telligence  ( i.e .,  Shaheen). 

b.  Reported  Statements  to  Admiral 
Ahmed  Madani 

Madani  testified  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  told  him 
that  he  and  William  Casey  were  close  friends.755 
According  to  Madani,  Hashemi  communicated 
this  information  to  Madani  during  a  visit  to 
Madani  in  Hamburg,  West  Germany,  in  Octo¬ 
ber  1980. 756  Madani  also  testified  that  Hashemi 
told  him  that  Casey  would  hold  an  important 
position  in  the  U.S.  government  if  Reagan  were 
elected,  and  that  Cyrus’s  relationship  with 
Casey  could  therefore  redound  to  their  bene¬ 
fit.757 

Upon  further  questioning,  however,  Madani 
did  not  recall  Cyrus  ever  telling  him  that  Cyrus 
had  actually  met  personally  with  Casey.758  Addi¬ 
tionally,  Madani  testified  that  Cyrus  never  men¬ 
tioned  any  specific  occasions  when  he  and 
Casey  had  been  together,  or  any  specific  con¬ 
versations  that  he  had  with  Casey.759  Madani 
himself  has  never  seen  Casey  together  with 
either  Cyrus  or  Jamshid  Hashemi.760  Nor  does 
he  know  anybody  who  claims  to  have  seen 
Casey  with  either  Cyrus  or  Jamshid  Hashemi.761 
Similarly,  no  one  has  ever  told  Madani  that 


they  have  knowledge  of  meetings  between 
Casey  and  the  Hashemi  brothers.762  In  fact,  the 
only  persons  who  have  ever  told  Madani  that 
Cyrus  Hashemi  had  a  relationship  with  Casey 
were  Cyrus  and  Jamshid.763 

3.  Conversations  Between  Cyrus 
and  Jamshid  Hashemi 

The  tapes  from  the  FBI’s  electronic  surveil¬ 
lance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  include  sixty-six  re¬ 
corded  conversations  between  Cyrus  and  his 
brother  Jamshid.764  These  conversations  are 
important  not  because  of  what  they  reveal,  but 
because  of  what  they  do  not  reveal. 

If  these  brothers  had  secretly  coordinated,  as 
alleged,  meetings  between  William  Casey  and 
representatives  of  the  Iranian  government  for 
the  purpose  of  affecting  the  timing  of  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages,  one  would  expect  to  hear 
some  evidence  of  a  conspiracy — if  even  a  glim¬ 
mer — on  the  tapes.  In  early  or  mid-October, 
for  example,  one  would  expect  to  hear  some 
indication  of  planning  for  a  major  meeting  in 
Paris.  In  the  days  leading  up  to  the  presidential 
election  on  November  4,  1980,  one  would 
expect  to  hear  the  brothers  discuss  whether  the 
Iranian  government  would  hold  up  its  end  of 
the  alleged  bargain  by  refusing  to  release  the 
hostages  to  the  Carter  Administration  prior  to 
election  day.  Similarly,  in  the  aftermath  of  the 
Reagan  victory,  one  would  expect  to  hear  the 
brothers  exchange  congratulations  for  having 
“pulled  it  off,’’  or  comment  on  whether  the  in¬ 
coming  Reagan  Administration  would  keep  its 
end  of  the  alleged  bargain  by  facilitating  arms 
shipments  to  Iran.  And  somewhere  amid  these 
conversations,  one  would  expect  to  hear  a  ref¬ 
erence  to  the  Karrubi  brothers  and  meetings  in 
Madrid. 

Analysis  of  the  tapes  by  the  Task  Force — and 
by  a  talented,  thorough  team  of  FBI  person¬ 
nel — yielded  none  of  the  above.  In  fact,  both 
the  Task  Force  and  FBI  personnel  are  unaware 
of  any  references  on  the  tapes  to  contacts  be¬ 
tween  anyone  on  the  Reagan  campaign  and 
representatives  of  the  Iranian  government.765 
The  Task  Force  believes  that  these  omissions 
are  highly  probative  with  respect  to  whether 
the  meetings  in  Madrid  and  Paris  took  place, 
particularly  in  light  of  the  fact  that  Cyrus  and 
Jamshid  can  often  be  heard  discussing  other 


sensitive  matters,  such  as  assistance  to  Admiral 
Ahmed  Madani  and  illegal  arms  sales  to  Iran. 

There  would  not  be  room  in  this  report  for 
the  Task  Force  to  recount  each  of  the  conver¬ 
sations  between  Cyrus  and  Jamshid  Hashemi 
which,  for  the  reasons  stated  above,  merit  at¬ 
tention.  For  purposes  of  illustration,  however, 
the  Task  Force  discusses  below  two  of  the 
more  noteworthy  conversations  between  the 
Hashemi  brothers. 

a.  January  20,  1981 

On  the  day  of  Ronald  Reagan’s  inauguration, 
a  conversation  occurred  between  Cyrus  and 
Jamshid  Hashemi  as  the  release  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  hostages  in  Iran  was  under  way: 

JAMSHID:  Say,  they  have  left. 
Haven’t  they? 

CYRUS:  Yes,  yes. 

JAMSHID:  Have  they  arrived  in  Al¬ 
geria  or  not? 

CYRUS:  No.  It  seems  that  it  will 
take  five  hours.  They  left  at  8:30 — 

8:31,  to  be  exact. 

JAMSHID:  Tehran  time? 

CYRUS:  Yes.  That  is  12:00  noon— 

12:01  our  time  here. 

*  *  *  *  * 

JAMSHID:  Say,  now  that  they  have 
removed  the  sanctions.  .  .  . 

CYRUS:  No.  They  have  said  nothing 
about  it. 

***** 

JAMSHID:  Well,  what  do  you  mean, 
they  have  not  said  anything? 

CYRUS:  They  have  not  said  any¬ 
thing;  that  is  it. 

JAMSHID:  That  it,  what  will  they  do 
to  them?  What  will  finally  happen? 

CYRUS:  Well,  I  think  that,  gradual¬ 
ly,  that  will  also  be  lifted.  They  will 
certainly  lift  those. 

JAMSHID:  Then,  trade  has  re¬ 
opened? 
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CYRUS:  Yes,  it  has  reopened. 

JAMSHID:  I  see. 

CYRUS:  Yes,  of  course. 

JAMSHID:  Then,  they  will  be  ship¬ 
ping  the  Navy’s  merchandise  now? 

CYRUS:  The  merchandise  that  the 
Navy  has  here? 

JAMSHID.  Yes. 

CYRUS:  Well,  they — well,  some  of 
these  require  export  license — it  has 
always  required  export  license.  Once 
they  have  obtained  the  export  license, 
they  will  be  shipped.  [Of  course,]  Iran 
itself  does  not  want  some  of  it  at  all, 
you  know. 

JAMSHID:  Oh! 

CYRUS:  Yes.  They  will  be  paid  back 
[the  cost  of]  those  they  do  not  want. 

JAMSHID:  Well — then — I  say — in 
these  new  things — will  anything  be 
coming  your  way  to  send  my  way,  sir? 

CYRUS:  Well,  let  us  see.  I  myself  do 
not  want,  you  know,  to  do  anything.  In 
truth — even  at  the  time — yesterday 
when  I  talked  with  them — I  told 
Nabavi — said  that  I  did  not  want  any 
relationship  at  all.  It  was  because  of 
the  hostages,  you  know.  It  was  an 
issue  that  I  was  involved  with  from  the 
start  until  now;  and — yes — it  turned 
out  well. 

JAMSHID:  Yes. 

CYRUS:  But  then,  I  do  not  wish  to 
have  any  involvement  with  them,  in 
truth. 

JAMSHID:  Well,  you  have  been  in¬ 
volved  up  to  now;  as  they  say,  without 
pay  or  anything. 

CYRUS:  Just  so!  Without  pay  or 
anything — no  longer — without  any 
use — not  any  more. 

JAMSHID:  That  is  what  I  say.  You 
were  up  until  now  .  And  now - 

CYRUS:  Even  now — no,  they  are 
s.o.b.’s,  you  know.  Not  at  all - 

JAMSHID:  Well,  you  could  say,  well 
gentlemen,  I  can  no  longer  do  it,  but 


so  and  so  [Translator:  the  reference  is 
clear  in  Persian  to  mean  Jamshid]  will 
take  my  place.  However,  he,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  thing - 

CYRUS:  Now,  anyone  who  does  any¬ 
thing,  they  think  that  he  is  getting  paid 
five  million  dollars,  you  know.  They 
are  all  like  this.  Now  let  us  wait  for  the 
dust  to  settle  some  in  two  or  three 
days — we  shall  see  what  will  happen. 

JAMSHID:  Ok.  Ok.  Well,  do  you 
have  any  command,  any  wish  or  any¬ 
thing  to  be  done? 

CYRUS:  Thank  you.  [Translator’s 
note:  The  rest  of  the  conversation  is 
devoted  to  Jamshid’s  imminent  move 
into  a  new  space  to  be  used  as  a 
carpet  shop.]  766 

As  in  other  conversations,  the  exchange  be¬ 
tween  Cyrus  and  Jamshid  Hashemi  is  most  no¬ 
table  for  words  not  spoken,  rather  than  what  is 
said — particularly  given  the  dramatic  events 
which  are  taking  place  as  they  are  speaking.  If 
there  were  any  truth  to  the  allegations  of  con¬ 
tacts  with  William  Casey  and  meetings  in 
Madrid  and  Paris,  one  would  expect  to  hear 
Cyrus  or  Jamshid  refer  to  these  past  efforts, 
and  to  the  culmination  of  all  they  have  worked 
for,  amid  news  reports  that  Iran  has  finally  re¬ 
leased  the  hostages.  Instead,  the  conversation 
focuses  on  whether  the  U.S.  Government  has 
lifted  trade  sanctions.  Jamshid,  for  his  part, 
seems  more  interested  in  how  he  can  profit  fi¬ 
nancially  from  potential  shipments  of  embar¬ 
goed  military  equipment  originally  intended  for 
the  Iranian  navy.  That  the  two  alleged  con¬ 
spirators  make  time  to  discuss  Jamshid’s  move 
into  a  new  location  for  his  carpet  business 
while  the  hostages’  release  is  under  way  is  par¬ 
ticularly  striking. 

b.  February  9,  1981 

On  February  9,  1991,  Jamshid  telephoned 
Cyrus  Hashemi.  After  they  exchanged  greetings 
and  inquired  about  the  health  of  their  respec¬ 
tive  family  members,  the  following  discussion 
occurred: 

JAMSHID:  Our  situation  in  Iran  with 
our  contacts  has  gotten  to  a  stage 


where  they  want  to  send  a  group  [or  dele¬ 
gation]  for - 

CYRUS:  Reza  [Hashemi]  told  me. 

The  problem  is  that  there  is  no  way  to  obtain 
visas  [for  them].  But  if,  in  truth,  the  deal 
is  a  big  one — and  the  deals  [following] 
will  be  good  ones,  you  go  to  London. 

JAMSHID:  Well,  I  go  to  London - 

CYRUS:  Go  to  London — well,  at  last 
then — it  might  take  two  months — the 
problem  is — you  know  what  I  mean? 

JAMSHID:  What? 

CYRUS:  As  there  is  nothing  now — 
there  is  no  relationship.  I  have  no  rela¬ 
tionship  with  them  to  ask— for  example — to 
issue  visas.  You  know? 

JAMSHID:  Yes.  Well,  I  will  have  to 
sit  down  and  talk  with  you  about  this 
issue.  I  want  all  of  this — so  to  speak — 
you,  at  least,  one  hour — so  that  I — all 
these  things  that  have  been  ex¬ 
changed. 

CYRUS:  You  can  come  any  time  you 
wish.  If  you  wish  you  can  come  at  be¬ 
tween  two-thirty  and  three  today.767 

The  Task  Force  cannot  be  certain  about  the 
precise  nature  of  the  delegation  referred  to  by 
Jamshid  or  the  ‘‘relationship”  referred  to  by 
Cyrus.  The  conversation  could  be  construed  to 
mean  that  Jamshid  and  Cyrus  are  discussing 
the  problem  of  obtaining  visas  for  Iranians  to 
travel  to  the  United  States.  In  this  regard, 
Cyrus  appears  to  be  explaining  that  he  has  no 
relationship  with  U.S.  Government  officials  to 
exploit  in  order  to  obtain  the  needed  visas. 
This  interpretation,  if  correct,  would  be  at  odds 
with  the  allegation  that  the  Hashemi  brothers 
had  cultivated  a  relationship  with  William 
Casey,  now  the  Director  of  the  CIA.  According 
to  documents  reviewed  by  the  Task  Force,  the 
CIA  under  the  Carter  Administration  assisted 
Jamshid  in  obtaining  entry  into  the  United 
States.  Had  the  Hashemi  brothers,  as  alleged, 
helped  to  ‘‘deliver”  the  election  to  Reagan, 
moreover,  one  would  expect  that  the  Reagan 
Administration  could  have  assisted  the  Hashe- 
mis  in  a  matter  as  simple  as  arranging  for  a 
visa. 


4.  Attempts  to  Ward  Off 
Indictment 

As  discussed  more  fully  below,  on  February 
4,  1984,  Elliot  Richardson  met  with  lawyers  for 
the  CIA  in  connection  with  the  impending  in¬ 
dictment  against  Cyrus  Hashemi,  his  client.768 
Richardson  testified  that  the  meeting  had  origi¬ 
nated  with  an  earlier  discussion  between  Rich¬ 
ardson  and  John  Shaheen.769  Richardson  had 
gone  to  see  Shaheen  because  Cyrus  Hashemi 
had  told  him  about  his  business  dealings  with 
Shaheen  and  Richardson  knew  that  Shaheen 
had  served  in  the  OSS  with  Casey.770  According 
to  Richardson,  his  purpose  in  seeing  Shaheen 
was  ‘‘to  ask  him  generally  what  his  view  of  Ha¬ 
shemi  was,  whether  he  thought  [Hashemi]  had 
sincerely  made  an  effort  to  be  of  assistance 
with  respect  to  the  hostage  crisis,  and  if  so, 
would  he,  Shaheen,  tell  Mr.  Casey  what  he 
knew  about  [Hashemi]  .  .  .”  771  Richardson  re¬ 
called  that  he  subsequently  telephoned  Casey 
and  requested  a  meeting  with  somebody  at  the 
CIA  to  make  his  pitch  on  behalf  of  Hashemi.772 
During  Richardson’s  conversation  with  Casey, 
Casey  mentioned  that  he  had  received  a  previ¬ 
ous  call  from  Shaheen.773 

Nothing  in  this  series  of  events  revealed  to 
Richardson  any  existence  of  a  prior  relation¬ 
ship  between  Casey  and  Hashemi,  as  under¬ 
scored  by  the  following  exchange  at  Richard¬ 
son’  deposition: 

COUNSEL:  During  the  period  of 
your  representation  of  Cyrus  Hashemi, 
do  you  have  any  recollection  of  any  re¬ 
lationship  between  Cyrus  Hashemi  and 
William  Casey  during  this  period? 

RICHARDSON:  No.  On  the  con¬ 
trary,  my  conversation  with  Mr.  Sha¬ 
heen  and  my  call  to  Mr.  Casey  were, 
to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  predi¬ 
cated  on  the  understanding  that  there 
was  no  such  relationship. 

COUNSEL:  Did  you  advise  Cyrus 
Hashemi  of  the  fact  that  you  were 
going  to  call  Bill  Casey? 

RICHARDSON:  Yes. 

COUNSEL:  And  at  the  time  that  you 
advised  him  of  that,  do  you  have  any 
specific  recollection  of  whether  Ha¬ 
shemi  made  a  comment  to  you  about 


128 


any  relationship  that  he  had  with  Bill 
Casey? 

RICHARDSON:  I  am  quite  sure  that 
he  did  not. 

5.  Purported  Real  Estate 
Transaction  in  1979 

During  Elliot  Richardson’s  meeting  with  CIA 
officials  on  February  4,  1984,  Richardson  de¬ 
scribed  a  prior  meeting  in  mid- 1979  between 
Cyrus  and  John  Shaheen.  According  to  Rich¬ 
ardson,  Shaheen  showed  Cyrus  a  letter  at  this 
meeting,  purportedly  signed  by  William  Casey, 
which  said  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  should  be  used 
as  an  intermediary  in  the  purchase  of  a  build¬ 
ing  in  New  York  from  a  foundation.774  Richard¬ 
son  told  CIA  attorneys  that  this  real  estate 
transaction  was  completed  successfully.775 

The  Task  Force  had  some  concern  about  the 
weight  to  be  given  Richardson’s  1984  claim, 
given  the  lack  of  corroborating  evidence  of  the 
letter’s  existence.  Not  one  of  the  witnesses  con¬ 
tacted  recalled  seeing  the  letter.  Even  if  found 
and  authenticated,  such  a  connection  between 
Casey  and  Hashemi,  without  more,  would  not 
constitute  substantiation  for  the  allegations 
under  investigation  by  this  Task  Force. 

In  fact,  however,  the  Task  Force  has  found 
no  evidence  to  corroborate  Richardson’s  repre¬ 
sentation  to  CIA  officials  regarding  the  alleged 
Casey  letter.  At  his  deposition,  Richardson  tes¬ 
tified  that  he  had  no  recollection  of  the  alleged 
letter.776  Similarly,  William  Wachtel,  another 
lawyer  retained  by  Cyrus  Hashemi  who  also  at¬ 
tended  the  February  4,  1984,  meeting  at  the 
CIA,  told  the  Task  Force  that  he  had  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  reported  real  estate  transaction.777 
Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw,  who  worked  for 
John  Shaheen  from  1970  until  his  death  in  No¬ 
vember  1985,  also  told  the  Task  Force  that  she 
knew  nothing  about  the  alleged  Casey  letter  or 
the  purported  real  estate  transaction.778  Stanley 
Pottinger  also  testified  that  he  has  no  knowl¬ 
edge  of  any  involvement  by  Cyrus  Hashemi  in 
the  real  estate  transaction  mentioned  by  Elliot 
Richardson.779 

CIA  officials  who  attended  the  meeting  with 
Richardson  and  Wachtel  also  could  not  provide 
the  Task  Force  with  any  evidence  to  substanti¬ 
ate  Richardson’s  account  regarding  the  alleged 
letter  from  Casey.  John  Rizzo,  a  CIA  lawyer 
then  assigned  to  the  Directorate  of  Operations, 


testified  that  Richardson  did  not  produce  the 
letter  to  Agency  officials  during  the  meeting  or, 
to  his  knowledge,  at  any  subsequent  point.780 
Nor,  to  Rizzo’s  knowledge,  did  Richardson  ever 
show  the  alleged  letter  to  any  officials  else¬ 
where  in  the  U.S.  Government. 781  Similarly, 
Charles  Cogan,  who  was  then  Chief  of  the  Near 
East  Division  within  the  Directorate  of  Oper¬ 
ations,  testified  that  he  never  received  any  evi¬ 
dence  of  the  alleged  letter.782 

Endnotes 


1 .  There  are  also  allegations  that  emissaries  of  Ronald  Reagan 
traveled  to  Iran  in  early  1980  to  meet  with  Iranian  government 
officials;  that  William  Casey  met  with  Mehdi  Karrubi  as  early  as 
sometime  during  the  period  of  February-April  1980;  that  Cyrus 
and  Jamshid  Hashemi  met  with  National  Security  Council  staff- 
person  Donald  Gregg  in  New  York  in  the  spring  of  1980;  and 
that  senior  Reagan  transition  aide  Edwin  Meese  met  with  Cyrus 
Hashemi  at  his  home  in  Wilton,  Connecticut  in  late  December 
1980.  These  allegations  will  be  discussed  separately  below. 

2.  Gary  Sick  Telephone  Deposition  (Dec.  21,  1992),  at  8  (here¬ 
inafter  “Sick  Dec.  21  Dep.“)  (Sick  testified  that  Jamshid  Hashemi 
is  his  exclusive  source  for  what  was  discussed  at  the  alleged 
meetings  in  Madrid). 

3.  Gary  Sick  told  the  Task  Force  that  when  he  interviewed  Jam¬ 
shid  in  London  in  the  fall  of  1990,  Jamshid’s  opening  remark  was 
“Of  course,  you  know  about  the  Madrid  meetings.”  Gary  Sick 
Interview  (July  22,  1992)  (hereinafter  “Sick  July  22  Int.”).  This 
was  the  first  time  that  Mr.  Sick— or  anyone  else,  to  Mr.  Sick’s 
knowledge — had  heard  about  meetings  in  Madrid.  Id. 

4.  Unless  otherwise  noted,  the  following  account  is  based  on 
three  sources  which  relied  on  Jamshid  Hashemi  for  information 
on  the  Madrid  meetings:  (1)  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  81-87;  (2) 
Sonenshine,  Three  Days  in  July,  Financial  Times,  June  21,  1991; 
and  (3)  Nightline:  The  October  Surprise,  ABC  News,  June  20,  1991. 

5.  Contrary  to  what  he  told  Gary  Sick  regarding  Mehdi  Karru- 
bi’s  lodging  arrangements  in  Madrid,  Jamshid  Hashemi  apparent¬ 
ly  told  ABC  News  that  the  Iranian  delegation  stayed  in  two 
hotels,  the  Plaza  and  the  Ritz.  Transcript,  Xightline:  The  October 
Surprise,  ABC  News  June  20,  1991  at  2. 

6.  Jamshid  Hashemi  told  Gary  Sick  and  reporters  for  “Front¬ 
line”  that  the  meetings  between  Casey  and  Karrubi  took  place 
over  a  two-day  period.  Gary  Sick  Dec.  21  Dep.,  at  5-6.  See  Tran¬ 
script,  Frontline:  Investigating  the  October  Surprise,  PBS,  April  7, 
1992,  at  2  ("The  meetings,  says  Jamshid,  spanned  two  days.”). 

7.  Xightline:  The  October  Surprise,  ABC  News,  June  20,  1991,  at  7. 

8.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  86  (citing  information  from  Jam¬ 
shid  Hashemi). 

9.  Jamshid  Hashemi  now  uses  the  name  James  Khan. 

10.  James  Khan  Deposition  (Sept.  23.  1992)  at  63-64  (herein¬ 
after  “Khan  Dep.”).  It  should  also  be  noted  that  Jamshid  told 
Gary  Sick  that  Mehdi  Karrubi  was  his  Iranian  contact  point  for 
arranging  the  second  set  of  meetings  in  Madrid,  whereas  he  told 
the  Task  Force  that  he  communicated  with  "Haj  Hassan”  Kar¬ 
rubi. 

1 1.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  86-87. 

12.  Transcript,  Xightline:  The  October  Surprise,  ABC  News  June 
20,  1991,  at  4  (citing  Jamshid  Hashemi). 

13.  See  App.  at  339-348. 

14.  Antonio  Giron  Jimeniz  Interview,  Hotel  Tryp  Plaza, 
Madrid,  (September  25,  1992).  The  tax  record  is  based  on  infor- 
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mation  provided  by  guests  on  cards  which  they  must  fill  out  at 
check-in  pursuant  to  Spanish  police  regulations.  The  top  part  of 
the  card  contains  information  such  as  the  guest’s  name  and  coun¬ 
try  and  is  signed  by  the  guest.  It  is  retained  by  the  hotel  and 
used  to  compile  the  tax  record.  The  bottom  part  of  the  card  con¬ 
tains  similar  information  and  is  retained  by  the  police.  According 
to  an  official  at  the  Plaza  Hotel,  the  hotel  keeps  the  cards  for 
only  two  years.  Id. 

15.  The  name  ‘‘Abdullah  Hashemi”  probably  was  mistakenly 
transcribed  as  “Abdululi  Hashemi.” 

16.  Information  from  a  reliable  but  confidential  source,  based 
on  a  review  of  records  from  the  Plaza  Hotel,  reportedly  shows 
someone  by  the  name  of  ‘‘Parsa  Jamshid"  checking  into  the  hotel 
on  August  11,  1980,  rather  than  on  August  12.  The  Task  Force 
has  been  unable  to  examine  this  information  first-hand. 

17.  Khan  Dep.  at  110-12. 

18.  Khan  Dep.  at  110,  114,  118.  The  Federal  Bureau  of  Inves¬ 
tigation  has  confirmed  that  the  name  ‘‘Ali  Balanian”  is  “a  known 
alias  used  by  Jamshid  Hashemi.”  Letter  from  Terry  T.  O’Connor, 
Inspector  in  Charge,  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.  (Nov.  10,  1992). 

19.  Khan  Dep.  at  116-17.  There  has  been  speculation  in  the 
media  regarding  whether  the  name  “Robert  Gray”  which  appears 
in  the  Plaza  Hotel  tax  records  for  July  23,  1980,  is  Robert  Keith 
Gray,  who  worked  for  the  1980  Reagan  Presidential  campaign 
and  is  closely  associated  with  the  Republican  Party.  See  Tran¬ 
script,  Xightline:  The  October  Surprise,  ABC  News,  June  20,  1991,  at 
3.  The  Task  Force  deposed  Robert  Keith  Gray,  and  he  testified 
under  oath  that  he  was  not  in  Madrid  during  the  summer  of 
1980.  Robert  Gray  Deposition  (Dec.  15,  1992)  at  40  (hereinafter 
“Gray  Dep.”).  This  testimony  was  corroborated  by  Gray’s  pass¬ 
port  for  1980,  which  does  not  contain  any  evidence  of  an  entry 
to  Spain  in  the  summer  of  1980  or  an  entry  to  the  United  States 
in  July  or  August  1980.  See  Exh.  App.  at  349-357.  Gray  further 
testified  that  the  only  time  he  has  been  to  Madrid  was  in  1983  or 
1984  to  open  an  office  for  his  public  relations  firm.  Gray  Dep.  at 
41-42.  Jamshid,  at  best,  has  confused  Robert  Keith  Gray  and 
Donald  Gregg  as  to  who  was  at  the  Madrid  meetings.  Jamshid 
testified  that  the  man  he  saw  in  the  Plaza  Hotel  was  the  man  he 
saw  being  interviewed  about  Madrid  meetings  on  Xightline 
(Robert  Gray),  whom  he  identified  at  his  deposition  as  Donald 
Gregg.  Khan  Dep.  at  68-69.  As  discussed  more  fully  below,  how¬ 
ever,  Jamshid  indicated  to  Gary  Sick  prior  to  the  Xightline  broad¬ 
cast  that  Donald  Gregg  was  at  the  Madrid  meeting.  Further,  Gray 
testified  that  he  did  not  join  the  Reagan  campaign  until  Septem¬ 
ber  1980.  Gray  Dep.  at  4. 

20.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  250  n.24. 

21.  Khan  Dep.  at  112-117. 

22.  Khan  Dep.  at  112.  Jamshid  said  that  the  lax  records  from 
the  Plaza  Hotel  were  not  the  same  documents  shown  to  him  by 
ABC  News.  Id.  at  118,  122.  He  explained  that  the  information 
shown  to  him  by  ABC  News  was  “typed”  and  was  “from  the 
hotel.”  Id.  at  1 18. 

23.  Khan  Dep.  at  123. 

24.  Khan  Dep.  at  123. 

25.  But  see  discussion  below  regarding  Jamshid’s  testimony 
about  the  dates  of  alleged  follow-up  meetings  in  Madrid. 

26.  Khan  Dep.  at  60,  138;  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  86. 

27.  In  any  event,  Jamshid  testified  categorically  that  the  second 
set  of  Madrid  meetings  occurred  before  September.  Khan  Dep.  at 
138. 

28.  The  formal  name  of  the  conference  was  the  “Anglo-Ameri¬ 
can  Conference  on  the  History  of  the  Second  World  War.” 

29.  See  schedule  for  conference  at  App.  at  358-59. 

30.  See,  eg..  Transcript,  Frontline:  Investigating  the  October  Surprise, 
PBS.  April  7,  1992,  at  2-3. 

31.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  85. 

32.  Houshang  Aryanpour  Deposition  (Sept.  1,  1992)  at 

127-133  (hereinafter  “Aryanpour  Dep.”). 
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36.  Transcript,  Frontline:  The  Election  Held  Hostage,  PBS,  April 
16,  1991,  at  8.  According  to  Gary  Sick,  Durrani  learned  about 
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72.  Id.  at  20. 

73.  Id.  at  15. 

74.  Id.  at  27. 

75.  Aryanpour  Dep.  at  129. 

76.  Id.  at  129-30. 

77.  Id.  at  129-130,  132. 

78.  Id.  at  132. 
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79.  Id.  at  132-33. 

80.  Id  at  134. 

81.  Id  at  133. 

82.  Id  at  131. 

83.  Id  Aryanpour  also  asked  Jamshid  why  Jamshid  had  not 
publicized  his  knowledge  of  the  alleged  meetings  in  Spain  be¬ 
tween  Casey  and  Karrubi.  According  to  Aryanpour,  Jamshid  ex¬ 
plained  that  his  brother  Cyrus  had  been  murdered  by  the  Israeli 
government,  and  that  he  was  afraid  of  suffering  the  same  fate.  Id. 
at  130. 

84.  Id.  at  139.  Aryanpour  had  gone  to  Jamshid’s  home  to  offer 
his  condolences  on  the  death  of  Jamshid’s  father.  Aryanpour  tes¬ 
tified  that  this  visit  occurred  approximately  seven  or  eight 
months  prior  to  his  deposition,  which  took  place  on  September 
1,  1992.  Id.  at  141. 

85.  Id  at  137-140. 

86.  Id  at  137. 

87.  Id 

88.  Id  at  141. 

89.  Id.  at  138.  Aryanpour  informed  the  Task  Force  that  his  last 
contact  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  was  in  1980,  and  that  he  and  Cyrus 
never  discussed  the  subject  of  the  alleged  meetings  in  Spain.  Id. 
at  134,  139.  Based  on  the  FBI’s  electronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus 
Hashemi,  the  Task  Force  is  aware  of  contact  between  Aryanpour 
and  Cyrus  Hashemi  at  least  as  late  as  November  14,  1980,  when 
they  had  a  long  telephone  conversation. 

90.  Id.  at  134. 

91.  Id. 

92.  Id.  at  136. 

93.  Id  at  136. 

94.  Bani-Sadr  came  to  understand  that  Khomeini  saw  the  hos¬ 
tage  situation  not  as  an  international  crisis  between  the  United 
States  and  Iran  but  rather  an  internal  political  issue,  which  would 
allow  Khomeini  to  seize  the  reigns  of  power  and  establish  a  fun¬ 
damentalist  Islamic  state.  The  creation  of  such  a  state  would  nec¬ 
essarily  come  at  the  expense  of  his  presidency.  President  Abol 
Hassan  Bani-Sadr  Deposition  (Sept.  24,  1992)  at  3.  (hereinafter 
"Bani-Sadr  Sept.  24  Dep.”) 

95.  Id  at  7. 

96.  Id  at  8. 

97.  Id.  at  11-12. 

98.  Id  at  13-14.  See  Updated  Memorandum  from  Stanley  Pot- 
tinger  to  Elliot  Richardson  (prepared  in  early  1984)  at  44-48;  See 
also  Max  Moini  Deposition  (Oct.  15,  1992)  at  17-21  (hereinafter 
‘Moini  Dep.’’). 

99.  See  section  V,  supra,  for  a  discussion  of  evidence  indicating 
that  Bani-Sadr  did,  in  fact,  have  knowledge  of  the  Passendideh 
trip  to  Madrid. 

100.  Bani-Sadr  Sept.  24  Dep.  at  15. 

101.  74  at  15. 

102.  Bani-Sadr  Sept.  24  Dep.  at  15. 

103.  In  fact,  on  December  17,  1992  and  December  26,  1992, 
Bani-Sadr  sent  a  fax  to  the  Task  Force  with  an  analysis  of  the 
Senate  Report.  In  that  fax,  Bani-Sadr  reiterated  his  position  that 
the  Passindideh  meeting  was  with  Reagan  campaign  officials.  See 
App.  at  360-379. 

104.  Bani-Sadr  Dep.  (Sept.  24,  1992)  at  19. 

105.  Id.  at  19. 

106.  Id  at  20. 

107.  Sadegh  Ghotbzadeh  was  Iran’s  foreign  minister  for  a  large 
portion  of  the  hostage  crisis  and  thus  served  as  a  key  player  in 
the  hostage  negotiations  between  the  Carter  Administration  and 
the  Iranian  government.  Virtually  from  the  beginning,  Ghotbza¬ 
deh  wanted  the  hostages  to  be  released  as  soon  as  possible. 
Ghotbzadeh  made  no  secret  of  his  belief  that  it  would  be  better 
for  Iran  to  negotiate  a  settlement  with  the  Carter  Administration 
than  with  a  future  government  headed  by  Ronald  Reagan.  Ghotb¬ 
zadeh  replaced  Abol-Hassan  Bani-Sadr,  who  would  later  be  elect¬ 
ed  president,  as  foreign  minister  on  November  28,  1979.  He 


served  in  the  post  until  a  new  cabinet  dominated  by  the  clergy 
was  formed  on  September  2,  1980.  Ghotbzadeh’s  decision  to  step 
down  as  foreign  minister  when  the  new  cabinet  was  named  did 
not  end  his  involvement  in  Iranian  politics.  He  sensed  that  the 
moderates  had  lost  their  hold  on  power  in  government  or  influ¬ 
ence  with  Khomeini.  Khomeini,  he  realized,  was  not  interested  in 
putting  together  the  type  of  Islamic  society  that  Ghotbzadeh  en¬ 
visioned,  and  he  actively  planned  to  topple  the  religious  leader. 
See  Jerome,  C.,  The  Man  in  the  Mirror  at  273-278,  281-282.  How¬ 
ever,  his  plans  were  foiled  and  Ghotbzadeh  was  arrested,  charged 
with  attempting  to  overthrow  the  government,  and  thrown  into 
Tehran’s  Evin  prison.  He  was  executed  on  September  15,  1982. 
Id.  at  282,  291. 

108.  Agence  Presse- France,  Sept.  6,  1980,  Foreign  Broadcast  In¬ 
formation  Service  (FBIS),  Sept.  8,  1980. 

109.  Text  of  Ghotbzadeh’s  letter  to  the  Majlis  as  carried  in  In- 
gilab  i  Islami  newspaper,  September  11,1 980,  as  translated  by  the 
Library  of  Congress.  See  App.  at  771-780. 

110.  Id.  at  13. 

111.  Id.  at  13. 

112.  Id  at  16. 

1 13.  Reuters,  Sept.  16,  1980,  FBIS.  Sept.  18,  1980. 

1 14.  Sew  York  Times,  Dec.  22,  1991,  at  Section  7,  p.  7. 

1 15.  Sew  York  Times,  Aug.  28,  1991,  at  Section  1,  p.  21. 

116.  The  Task  Force  received  certain  intelligence  information 
which  strongly  indicated  that  Mr.  Ghorbanifar  was  asking  various 
Iranians  what  he  should  write  about  the  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions. 

117.  Carole  Jerome  Interview  (Oct.  22,  1992)  at  7  (hereinafter 
“Jerome  Int.”). 

118.  Id.  at  7. 

119.  Id.  at  10. 

120.  Christian  Bourguet  Interview  (Sept.  22,  1992)  at  27  (here¬ 
inafter  “Bourguet  Int.”). 

121.  Id.  at  5. 

122.  Francois  Cheron  Interview  (June  3,  1992)  at  8  (hereinafter 
“Cheron  Int.”). 

123.  Jacques  Montanes  Interview  (Sept.  23,  1992)  at  22  (here¬ 
inafter  “Montanes  Int.”). 

124.  Id.  at  25. 

125.  Henry  Kissinger  was  deposed  by  the  Task  Force  and 
made  no  secret  of  his  view  that  the  U.S.  government  should  have 
given  greater  support  to  the  Shah.  He  denied,  however,  that  he 
was  aware  of,  or  participated  in,  any  effort  to  delay  the  release  of 
the  hostages.  Henry  Kissinger  Deposition  (Nov.  2,  1992)  at  5,  13 
(hereinafter,  "Kissinger  Dep.”). 

126.  Homa  Hashemi  Deposition  (Aug.  13,  1992),  at  82-83. 
Mrs.  Hashemi  recalled  that  Cyrus  called  her  from  Spain,  that  she 
called  Cyrus  in  Spain,  and  that  she  spoke  to  her  in-laws  while 
they  were  in  Spain.  She  was  uncertain  whether  Cyrus  went  to 
Madrid  or  Barcelona,  and  she  did  not  remember  the  name  of  the 
hotel  where  Cyrus  stayed.  Id.  at  82-83. 

127.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi. 

128.  Homa  Hashemi  Dep.  at  84. 

129.  The  Task  Force  had  reconstructed  the  whereabouts  of 
Casey  &  Hashemi  in  classified  and  unclassified  calendars  at  App. 
at  380-400.  The  calendars  are  based  upon  documentary  evidence 
and  oral  testimony  by  the  reliable  information  obtained  from  the 
Task  Force  as  well  as  from  investigations  conducted  by  the  feder¬ 
al  government. 

130.  See  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  84-87.  At  his  deposition, 
Jamshid  told  a  different  story,  testifying  that  one  round  of  meet¬ 
ings  lasted  only  one  day,  and  the  other  round  spanned  two  days. 
He  could  not  recall  which  meeting  was  a  one-day  meeting,  and 
which  one  lasted  two  days.  See  Khan  Dep.  at  61-62.  Gary  Sick 
informed  the  Task  Force  that  Jamshid  told  him,  without  any 
equivocation,  that  the  first  set  of  meetings  in  Madrid  occurred  on 
two  consecutive  days.  Gary  Sick,  Dec.  2 1  Dep.  at  6. 
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131.  James  Khan  Dep.  at  52,  56-57,  62-64;  G.  Sick,  October  Sur¬ 
prise  at  82-88;  Transcript,  Xightime :  The  October  Surprise,  June  20, 

1991,  at  2. 

132.  The  telephone  toll  records  from  Cyrus  Hashemi  cover  the 
period  of  December  16,  1979,  to  August  6,  1980,  inclusive. 

133.  Letter  from  J.  Stanley  Pottinger  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella, 
Jr.  (Dec.  29,  1992)  at  7,  and  Memorandum  from  Pottinger  to  D. 
Laufman  (Dec.  30,  1992)  (“Errata”).  See  App.  at  402-23. 

134.  For  purposes  of  establishing  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  where¬ 
abouts,  the  fact  that  a  call  placed  from  Wilton  lasted  only  one 
minute  is  not  probative  of  the  material  issue.  Once  it  has  been 
determined  that  a  call  was  placed,  the  only  material  issue  is  the 
identity  of  the  caller. 

135.  Pottinger  confirmed  that  the  number  called,  (301) 
229-1324,  was  his  home  telephone  number  in  1980.  J.  Stanley 
Pottinger  Deposition  (Aug.  13,  1992)  at  169  (hereinafter  “Pot¬ 
tinger  Aug.  13  Dep.”). 

136.  Memorandum  from  J.  Stanley  Pottinger  to  E.  Lawrence 
Barcella,  Jr.  (Dec.  29,  1992)  at  8;  Stanley  Pottinger,  Dec.  29, 

1992.  Four  other  calls  were  placed  on  July  28  from  Pottinger’s 
office  to  Cyrus  Hashemi's  office,  ranging  from  1  to  3  minutes.  See 
App.  at  402-23. 

137.  Id.  at  9.  Five  other  calls  were  made  on  July  29,  1980, 
from  Pottinger’s  office  to  Hashemi’s  office,  ranging  from  1  to  4 
minutes.  According  to  Pottinger,  the  flurry  of  telephone  calls  re¬ 
lated  to  Pottinger’s  impending  departure;  on  July  30  for  a  busi¬ 
ness  trip  to  London  on  behalf  of  Hashemi.  J.  Stanley  Pottinger 
Telephone  Deposition,  (Dec.  29,  1992)  (hereinafter  “Pottinger 
Dec.  29  Dep.”). 

138.  Homa  Hashemi  also  testified  that  Cyrus  had  a  business  re¬ 
lationship  with  Shaheen  in  1980.  Homa  Hashemi  Dep.  at  106. 

139.  On  October  10,  1980,  Homa  Hashemi  telephoned  Alanna 
Torres  at  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  office  in  New  York.  According  to  sur¬ 
veillance  records,  the  purpose  of  Mrs.  Hashemi’s  call  was  to  find 
out  how  to  reach  Cyrus,  who  was  in  London  at  the  time.  Torres 
gave  Mrs.  Hashemi  the  telephone  number  for  John  Shaheen's 
office  in  London,  and  Mrs.  Hashemi  subsequently  tried  to  reach 
Cyrus  there.  Thus,  Mrs.  Hashemi’s  call  to  Shaheen’s  office  does 
not  actually  constitute  a  call  from  Mrs.  Hashemi  to  John  Sha¬ 
heen. 

140.  Homa  Hashemi  Dep.  at  105-107.  Mrs.  Hashemi  testified 
that  the  only  people  with  access  to  the  phone  from  which  these 
calls  were  placed  were  Cyrus,  herself,  her  son  Ali  (then  age  12), 
her  daughter  Mercedeh,  and  her  housekeeper  Ivy  Johnson.  Id.  at 
33,  92.  She  also  said  that  Jamshid  or  Reza  Hashemi,  if  they  were 
visiting  Cyrus’s  home,  were  free  to  make  calls,  as  were  friends 
who  visited.  Id.  at  33-34.  But  she  and  Cyrus  were  not  socializing 
very  often  with  Jamshid  and  Reza  at  that  time.  Id.  at  144. 

141.  Homa  Hashemi  Dep.  at  144-45.  Mrs.  Hashemi  also  testi¬ 
fied  that  she  “never”  returned  business  calls  from  Wilton  on 
behalf  of  Cyrus  that  he  received  while  abroad.  Id.  at  60. 

142.  See  generally  Pottinger  Aug.  13  Dep.  at  41-174. 

143.  Letter  from  T.  Barry  Kingham  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella, 
Jr.,  Esq.,  November  2,  1992.  See  App.  at  40. 

144.  Pottinger  Aug.  13  Dep.  at  168-69. 

145.  Id.  at  169. 

146.  Id.  at  170. 

147.  Id.  at  171. 

148.  Homa  Hashemi  Dep.  at  102. 

149.  Id.  at  104. 

150.  Id.  at  104-105.  Mrs.  Hashemi  observed  that  she  was  not 
"close”  enough  to  Pottinger  to  call  him  at  home.  Id.  at  104. 

151.  Id.  at  104. 

152.  Id.  Tlat  143. 

153.  Id.  at  139-40. 

154.  Id.  at  141.  Mrs.  Hashemi  added  that  she  did  not  recall 
ever  asking  Cyrus  for  Ms.  Torres’  home  phone,  or  looking  up 
Ms.  Torres'  number  in  the  telephone  book.  Id.  at  144. 

155.  Id.  at  143. 


156.  Alanna  Torres  Deposition  (July  30,  1992)  at  64  (herein¬ 
after  “Torres  Dep.”). 

157.  Id.  at  65. 

158.  Id.  at  65. 

159.  Id.  at  65-66.  Out  of  nearly  1,800  hours  of  calls  recorded, 
the  FBI’s  electronic  surveillance  picked  up  only  one  call  from 
Mrs.  Hashemi — a  brief  call  on  November  1,  1980,  about  arrang¬ 
ing  for  limousine  service.  Letter  from  Terry  T.  O’Connor,  In¬ 
spector  in  Charge,  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  to  E.  Law¬ 
rence  Barcella,  Jr.,  Dec.  30,  1992.  See  App.  at  6-9. 

160.  Paul  Bahrami  Interview  (Sept.  14,  1992). 

161.  Homa  Hashemi  Dep.  at  156-57. 

162.  Id.  at  157. 

163.  See  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  81;  Sonenshine,  Three  Days 
in  July,  Financial  Times,  June  21,  1991;  Xightime,  The  October  Sur¬ 
prise,  ABC  News,  June  20,  1991  at  4-5. 

164.  See  Transcript,  Frontline:  Investigating  the  October  Surprise, 
April  7,  1992,  at  2-3  (reporting  that  Casey’s  whereabouts  cannot 
be  conclusively  established  for  the  period  of  July  25-28,  and  that 
these  dates  “correspond  to  the  times  that  we  know  the  Hashemi 
brothers  were  in  Madrid.”). 

165.  Darrell  Trent  Deposition  (July  31,  1992)  at  5-6  (herein¬ 
after  “Trent  Dep.”).  At  the  time,  Mr.  Trent  was  a  Senior  Re¬ 
search  Fellow  at  Stanford  University  and  was  living  in  Portola 
Valley  in  northern  California.  Id.  at  3.  After  Reagan’s  inaugura¬ 
tion,  he  served  until  May  1983  as  Deputy  Secretary  of  Transpor¬ 
tation.  Id.  at  20. 

The  Bohemian  Grove  is  affiliated  with  the  Bohemian  Club  in 
San  Francisco,  of  which  Mr.  Trent  is  a  member.  Id.  at  6.  Each 
year,  members  and  their  guests  attend  a  summer  encampment  at 
the  “Grove”  for  a  two-week  period  spanning  three  weekends.  Id. 
By  car,  the  Grove  is  approximately  90  minutes  north  of  San  Fran¬ 
cisco.  Id. 

166.  Trent  Dep.  at  10-11.  Trent  explained  that  there  are  150 
different  “small  living  divisions”  at  the  Bohemian  Grove.  Id.  at 
11-12.  Trent  was  a  member  of  the  Parsonage  Camp,  which  had 
approximately  twelve  members  in  1980,  excluding  guests.  Id. 

167.  See  App.  at  424-429. 

168.  Trent  Dep.  at  9,  18;  see  App.  at  429.  Casey’s  total  charges 
indicate  two  days  of  room  and  board.  The  amount  of  charges  on 
the  “chit”  bearing  Casey’s  name  is  $57.24.  According  to  Trent, 
this  amount  indicates  that  Casey  “was  charged  two  days  for 
breakfast  and  dinner,  $27  each  day  plus  tax.”  Trent  Dep.  at  9. 

18.  The  chit  itself  shows  that  the  costs  of  breakfast  and  dinner 
are  $10.00  and  $17.00,  respectively.  See  App.  at  430-431.  After  a 
thorough  search  of  its  records,  the  Bohemian  Club  in  San  Fran¬ 
cisco  separately  provided  the  Task  Force  with  an  invoice  from  the 
1980  summer  encampment  sent  to  William  Casey,  which  showed 
the  identical  charges  ($57.24)  for  room  and  board  listed  on  the 
documents  provided  by  Darrell  Trent.  See  Letter  from  Robert  Sa- 
trakian,  Vice-President,  Bohemian  Club,  to  Douglas  Edmonson, 
(September  30,  1992),  and  attachments.  See  App.  at  424-425. 
Certain  other  expenses  charged  to  Casey  appear  on  Bohemian 
Grove  records  bearing  an  August  1980  entry  date.  According  to 
Darrell  Trent,  however,  the  dates  appearing  on  these  records  ap¬ 
parently  may  not  necessarily  coincide  with  the  date  on  which  the 
charges  were  incurred.  Trent  Dep.  at  9,  28,  30. 

169.  See  App.  at  430-431. 

170.  Trent  Dep.  at  10,  21.  Trent  recalled  that  the  first  weekend 
of  the  1980  Bohemian  Grove  occurred  immediately  after  the  Re¬ 
publican  National  Convention  in  Detroit,  which  ended  on  July 
17.  Id.  at  4.  Trent  testified  that  he  attended  the  convention.  Id. 
He  also  testified  that  after  the  convention  he  travelled  by  plane 
with  Vice  Presidential  nominee  George  Bush  to  Houston,  where 
a  political  rally  took  place.  Id.  at  5.  From  Houston,  Trent  flew  to 
Los  Angeles  on  the  campaign  plane,  landing,  he  believed,  on  July 

19.  Id.  From  Los  Angeles,  Trent  believes  that  he  flew  to  San 
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Francisco  and  relumed  to  his  home  in  Portola  Valley,  which  is 
located  35  miles  south  of  San  Francisco.  Id.  at  5-6. 

171.  Trent  Dep.  at  21. 

172.  Id.  at  7,  21. 

173.  Id.  at  7,9-10,21. 

174.  Id.  at  9.  Other  Grove  members  who  attended  the  1980 
summer  encampment  corroborated  Trent’s  assertion  that  the 
middle  weekend  was  the  most  popular  for  guests.  See,  e.g.,  Mat¬ 
thew  McGowan  Deposition  (Dec.  7,  1992). 

175.  Id. 

176.  Id.  at  30. 

177.  Id.  at  30,  36-37. 

178.  Id.  at  22. 

179.  Id. 

180.  Bernard  E.  Smith,  Jr.  Deposition  (Nov.  30,  1992)  at  3, 
(hereinafter  “Ben  Smith  Dep.”).  This  evidence  consisted  of  con¬ 
temporaneous  entries  in  Smith’s  appointment  calendar  for  1980. 
See  App.  at  432-33.  Smith  testified  that  he,  too,  stayed  in  1980  at 
the  Parsonage  Camp,  of  which  he  has  been  a  member  since  1973. 
Ben  Smith  Dep.  at  2. 

181  Id  at  3. 

182.  Id. 

183.  Id. 

184.  Id.  at  4-5.  Smith  testified  that  he  has  known  Trent  for  “at 
least  twenty  years.”  Id.  at  3-4.  Documents  obtained  from  the  Bo¬ 
hemian  Club  in  San  Francisco  further  corroborate  the  testimony 
of  Trent  and  Smith.  An  index  card  filed  under  the  name  "Wil¬ 
liam  Casey” — found  in  a  guest  card  file  maintained  since  at  least 
1972 — shows  that  Casey  attended  the  Parsonage  Camp  in  1980 
as  a  guest  of  “Darrell  M.  Trent.”  Letter  from  Robert  Satrakian  to 
Douglas  Edmonson,  September  30,  1992.  See  App.  at  427.  The 
card  also  indicates  that  Casey  attended  the  Bohemian  Grove  on 
only  two  other  occasions:  in  1972,  as  a  guest  of  Frank  G.  Cham¬ 
bers;  and  in  1981,  as  a  guest  of  John  A.  McCone.  Moreover,  the 
card  shows  that  Casey  stayed  at  the  “Mandalay”  Camp  while  a 
guest  of  McCone,  thereby  precluding  the  possibility  that  the  visit 
bv  Casey  to  the  Grove  which  Ben  Smith  recalled  might  have 
taken  place  during  some  year  other  than  1980. 

185.  Ben  Smith  Dep.  at  7.  Smith’s  relationship  with  Casey  went 
back  several  years.  Smith  recalled  that  he  first  met  Casey  when 
Casey  was  Chairman  of  the  Securities  and  Exchange  Commission 
during  the  Nixon  Administration.  Id.  at  14.  Beginning  in  the  fall 
of  1979,  Smith  assisted  Casey  in  fundraising  activities  in  New 
York  on  behalf  of  Reagan.  He  remained  in  contact  with  Casey 
after  Casey  became  chairman  of  the  Reagan  campaign  in  Febru¬ 
ary  1980.  Id.  at  4,  14. 

186.  Id.  at  5. 

187.  Warren  G.  Poole  Interview,  (Dec.  9,  1992). 

188.  Id. 

189.  Id. 

190.  Id.\  see  Ben  Smith  Dep.  at  6.  The  Task  Force  obtained  a 
copy  of  the  photograph  which  contained  no  indication  of  the 
date  on  which  it  was  taken.  Although  Trent,  Poole,  and  Smith 
appear  in  the  photo,  Casey  does  not.  Bernard  Smith  testified, 
however,  that  attendees  do  not  feel  “any  strong  sense  of  obliga¬ 
tion”  to  attend  the  photo  session,  “and  that  we  never  had  100% 
attendance  at  those  picture  things.”  Ben  Smith  Dep.  at  6-7. 

191.  Matthew  McGowan  Int.  (Dec.  7,  1992). 

192.  McGowan  recalled  that  Casey  was  at  Bohemian  Grove  as  a 
guest  of  Darrell  Trent.  Id. 

193.  Id. 

194.  See  App.  at  434-45. 

195.  Id. 

1%.  Id. 

197.  McGowan  was  interviewed  by  the  Task  Force  on  numer¬ 
ous  occasions.  He  was  also  interviewed  by  the  Senate  Special 
Counsel.  McGowan’s  recollection  as  to  which  weekend  he  saw 
Casey  was  always  unclear. 


198.  Richard  Alien  provided  the  Task  Force  with  personal 
records  which  contained  an  entry  for  August  1,  1980,  relating  to 
Casey.  This  entry  consists  of  a  notation  for  a  meeting  at  10:00 
a.m.  and  a  scribbled  picture  of  a  table  around  which  Allen  noted 
the  identities  of  the  people  in  attendance.  See  App.  at  446-47. 
Among  those  in  attendance,  Allen  testified,  were  George  Shultz, 
Alan  Greenspan,  and  the  initials  “W.C.,”  which  Allen  identified 
as  William  Casey.  Allen  Dep.  at  13-14  ("There  is  no  one  else 
with  these  initials.”);  The  document  does  not  indicate  where  this 
meeting  took  place.  Another  document  from  Allen’s  records  con¬ 
tains  the  notation  "1  Aug  80 — WJC  @  RR  Mtg.”  An  article  ap¬ 
pearing  in  the  August  2,  1980,  edition  of  the  Washington  Star  cor¬ 
roborates  Allen’s  records,  reporting  that  Ronald  Reagan  met  in 
Los  Angeles  on  August  1  with  “economic  advisors  and  senior 
staff  members.”  Accompanying  the  article  is  a  photograph  of 
Reagan  in  Los  Angeles  with  George  Shultz  and  Alan  Greenspan. 
Finally,  Casey’s  own  calendar  for  August  1,  1980,  contains  the 
single  entry  “L.A.”  See  App.  at  449. 

199.  See  App.  at  448.  Based  on  another  notation  appearing  on 
this  document,  Allen  testified  that  he  probably  was  at  the  beach 
in  New  Jersey  on  August  2.  Allen  Dep.  at  15.  This  testimony  is 
corroborated  by  the  entry  “N.J.”  on  Allen’s  calendar  for  August 
2,  1980.  See  App.  at  450.  Subsequent  to  Allen’s  recollection  that 
he  was  at  the  beach  on  August  2,  he  testified  that  “I  would  say 
there  was  99%  chance  that  I  initiated  this  phone  call  and  I  can’t 
tell  you  whether  or  not  I  got  through.”  Allen  Dep.  at  15. 

200.  Allen  Dep.  at  14-15. 

201.  See  App.  at  448.  See  also  Allen  Dep.  at  15. 

202.  Pottinger  Dec.  29  Dep. 

203.  See  App.  at  451. 

204.  For  the  reasons  stated  above,  the  Task  Force  believes  that 
the  calls  to  Torres  were  made  by  Cyrus  Hashemi. 

205.  Trent  Dep.  at  12. 

206.  Id  at  8,  12-13,  25. 

207.  Trent  testified  that  “(u]sually  the  pattern  that  I  try  to 
follow,  which  isn’t  uniform,  is  that  I  try  to  arrive  the  first  week¬ 
end  on  a  Thursday  night.  I  usually  arrive  the  second  weekend  on 
the  afternoon  on  Thursday.  And  the  third  weekend  is  generally 
optional,  but  I  try  to  be  there  on  Friday  and  Saturday  and  leave 
on  Sunday  .  .  .  ."Id.  at  24. 

208.  Id.  at  26. 

209.  Id.  at  25. 

210.  Id.  at  25.  In  support  of  this  possibility,  Trent  focused  on  a 
charge  for  medical  treatment  dated  July  31,  which  would  have 
been  Thursday  of  the  third  weekend.  Id.  at  30.  As  Trent  ob¬ 
served,  “the  records  don’t  show  that  I  was  there  on  Thursday  the 
[31st]."  Id. 

211.  Peterson,  Reagan  Receives  S24.9  Million  from  L'.S.,  Washing¬ 
ton  Post,  July  25,  1980.  See  also  Investigating  the  October  Surprise, 
Frontline,  April  7,  1992,  at  2. 

212.  See  App.  at  452.  In  addition,  Casey’s  appointment  book 
for  this  dale  shows  an  engagement  at  12:30  p.m.  at  the  George¬ 
town  Club.  See  App.  at  453. 

213.  Thomas  Casey,  who  was  William  Casey’s  driver  at  the 
time,  testified  that  he  recalled  driving  Casey  to  Dulles  Airport  on 
a  Friday  in  order  for  Casey  to  fly  to  California  to  attend  the  Bo¬ 
hemian  Grove  festivities.  Thomas  Casey  Deposition  (Dec.  10, 
1992)  at  25-26.  Thomas  Casey  also  recalled  picking  up  Casey 
(wearing  casual  clothes)  at  Dulles  Airport  on  a  Sunday — a 
memory  that  he  associates  with  Casey’s  return  from  California. 
Id.  at  26-29.  In  addition,  he  recalled  driving  Casey  to  the  airport 
in  Washington  for  Casey  to  fly  to  London  to  attend  an  “OSS 
conference”.  Id.  at  30-31.  As  to  this  matter,  the  Task  Force  has 
concluded  that  Thomas  Casey’s  testimony  is  contradicted  by  the 
weight  of  the  evidence.  First,  Thomas  Casey  emphasized  during 
his  deposition  that  he  cannot  vouch  for  the  sequence  of  events  as 
recalled  in  his  testimony.  Id.  at  30.  Second,  his  testimony  directly 
contradicts  the  credible  testimony  of  Darrell  Trent,  who  said  that 


he  drove  Casey  from  the  Bohemian  Grove  on  Sunday,  July  27  to 
the  airport  in  San  Francisco  where,  Trent  recalled,  Casey  was 
catching  a  plane  to  London.  Further,  if  Casey  had  disembarked  in 
Washington — rather  than  flying  directly  from  San  Francisco  to 
London — he  almost  certainly  could  not  have  arrived  in  London 
by  the  afternoon  of  Monday.  July  28,  when  he  was  first  seen  at 
the  Imperial  War  Museum. 

214.  See  App.  at  454. 

215.  The  Task  Force  has  been  unable  to  corroborate  other  evi¬ 
dence  of  Casey’s  activities  on  July  25.  Casey’s  appointment  book 
for  July  25  contains  an  entry  for  a  meeting  at  10:00  a.m.  with  Bay 
Buchanan  and  Verne  Orr.  A  loose  calendar  page  is  consistent 
with  that  entry.  Both  the  appointment  book  and  the  loose  calen¬ 
dar  page  also  show  a  meeting  scheduled  for  1 1:00  a.m.  with  John 
Marsh.  Ms.  Buchanan  and  Mr.  Orr  testified  that  they  frequently 
met  with  Mr.  Casey  during  the  course  of  the  campaign,  but  nei¬ 
ther  had  records  or  a  specific  recollection  of  a  meeting  on  July- 
25.  Verne  Orr  Deposition  (Sept.  30,  1992)  at  13  (hereinafter 
“Orr  Dep.’’);  Bay  Buchanan  Deposition  (Sept.  17,  1992)  at  30 
(hereinafter  “Buchanan  Dep.’’).  Both  Buchanan  and  Orr  testified 
that  if  they  had  met  with  Casey  on  this  date,  the  meeting  most 
likely  would  have  taken  place  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  area.  Orr 
Dep.  at  15;  Buchanan  Dep.  at  31.  Ms.  Buchanan  recalled  that  she 
had  already  moved  to  Washington  by  the  time  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  headquarters  officially  opened — i.e.,  on  July  21 — and  that 
she  did  not  return  to  California  until  after  1980.  Buchanan  Dep. 
at  31.  Similarly,  Orr  testified  that  he  arrived  in  Washington  in 
June  1980  and  did  not  return  to  California  until  the  night  before 
the  November  election.  Orr  Dep.  at  15.  The  Task  Force  deter¬ 
mined  that  the  John  Marsh  referred  to  on  Casey’s  calendar  is 
now  deceased. 

216.  Trent  Dep.  at  8-9. 

217.  Id.  at  8. 

218.  Id.  at  8,  33.  Regarding  his  recollection  that  Casey  was  on 
his  way  to  London,  Trent  testified:  “I  don’t  know  whether  that 
was  triggered  by  some  of  the  information  that  I  have  heard  since 
on  the  reason  for  the  investigation,  or  whether  in  fact  he  did  say 
that  he  was  going  to  London.  But  my  impression  has  been  that 
he  went  to  the  airport  in  the  afternoon,  he  got  on  a  flight  to  go 
to  Europe.”  Id.  at  33. 

219.  Letter  from  Arthur  L.  Funk  to  William  J.  Casey  (Jan.  11, 
1979).  See  App.  at  455. 

220.  Idr,  see  also  Letter  from  Arthur  L.  Funk  to  Sir  William 
Deakin  (Mar.  5.  1979)  (relating  that  Casey  plans  to  present  a 
paper  on  “Secret  Operations”  during  World  War  II,  with  an  em¬ 
phasis  on  operations  in  France  and  Germany).  See  App.  at  456. 

221.  Richard  B.  Wirthlin  Deposition  at  67-68  (hereinafter 
“Wirthlin  Dep.”). 

222.  Jonathan  Chadwick  Interview  (Aug.  19,  1992)  (hereinafter 
"Chadwick  Int.”).  See  also  App.  at  457.  (Reflecting  handwritten 
note  of  July  16,  1980  phone  conversation  between  Funk  and 
Chadwick). 

223.  See  Letter  from  Arthur  L.  Funk  to  Jonathan  L.  Chadwick 
(Jul.  3,  1980).  See  App.  at  458. 

224.  Chadwick  Int.  (Aug.  19,  1992). 

225.  Id. 

226.  Id. 

227.  Id 

228.  See  App.  at  459-462. 

229.  Trent  Dep.  at  8-9. 

230.  Id.  at  8,  33. 

231.  Records  from  the  Royal  Army  Medical  College,  where 
Casey  stayed  in  London,  do  not  resolve  the  question  of  when 
Casey  arrived  in  England.  Guests  were  not  required  to  sign  a 
register  when  they  checked  in.  Major  General  Patrick  Crawford 
Interview,  Commandant  and  Post  Graduate  Dean,  Royal  Army 
Medical  College  Headquarters,  (Aug.  21,  1992)  at  7  (hereinafter 
“Crawford  Int.”).  The  “mess  bill”  for  Casey  shows  a  lodging 
charge  for  the  night  of  July  27  and  a  charge  for  breakfast  on  the 


morning  of  July  28.  Crawford  Int.  at  3.  See  App.  at  463.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  the  Commandant  of  the  College,  however,  the  College  re¬ 
gards  advance  bookings  as  contracts,  and  guests  are  charged  for 
any  lodging  and  meals  that  they  book  in  advance,  regardless  of 
whether  they  actually  stay  the  night  or  eat  the  meal.  Crawford 
Int.  at  2-4.  Therefore,  the  mere  presence  of  charges  on  Casey’s 
mess  bill  for  the  night  of  July  27  and  the  morning  of  July  28  does 
not  establish  that  Casey  was  in  London  at  those  times.  See  Id.  at 
3. 

232.  See  App.  at  464-466.  (Letter  from  Ray  Grainger,  British 
Airways,  to  Douglas  Edmonson  (Oct.  22,  1992)). 

233.  See  App.  at  358-359.  Schedule  for  conference). 

234.  For  example,  the  attendance  chart  shows  that  Reginald 
Jones,  a  professor  at  the  University  of  Aberdeen,  was  present 
during  all  of  the  events  on  the  first  two  days  of  the  conference. 
Professor  Jones,  however,  gave  credible  testimony  that  he  did  not 
arrive  at  the  conference  on  the  first  day  “until  pretty  well  cocktail 
time,”  and  that  he  did  not  attend  any  conference  events  on  the 
second  day.  Professor  Reginald  V.  Jones  Interview  (Aug.  20, 
1992)  at  4,  8  (hereinafter  “Jones  Int.”).  Professor  Jones  also  pro¬ 
vided  the  Task  Force  with  copies  of  his  July  1980  calendar  en¬ 
tries,  which  fully  corroborate  his  recollection.  See  App.  at 
467-472. 

235.  See  Chadwick  Int.  at  5,  13-14;  See  also  App.  at  459-462. 
(Chadwick’s  attendance  chart). 

236.  Chadwick  Int. 

237.  See  App.  at  459-462. 

238.  Id. 

239.  Chadwick  Int.  at  10-11. 

240.  Id.  at  10. 

241.  Chadwick  explained  to  the  Task  Force  that  "I  had  a  check 
against  [Casey]  for  that  session  meaning  that  I  expected  him  to 
be  there.  .  .  .  Then  when  the  session  began,  the  way  it  reads  to 
me,  I  cancelled  that  check  by  putting  a  cross  diagonal  over  it  in  a 
barrow  because  I  looked  around  the  room  and  he  was  not  there.” 
Interview  with  Jonathan  Chadwick  at  10.  Chadwick  added  that 
the  session  must  still  have  been  in  progress  in  order  for  him  to 
have  noticed  Casey.  Id.  at  11.  He  testified  that  “(ojtherwise  we 
would  have  all  been  up  in  the  corridor  having  tea  and  I  might 
not  have  seen  him.  I  think  that  means  he  came  into  the  room,  we 
were  about  to  break,  for  tea,  because  it  was  scheduled  from  4:00 
to  4:30.”  Id.  Task  Force  Counsel  asked  Chadwick  why  he  noted 
Casey’s  late  arrival  at  the  afternoon  session  on  July  28  when  he 
did  not  appear  to  note  late  arrivals  for  any  other  conferees.  In 
response,  Chadwick  explained  that  he  was  personally  excited  that 
Casey  was  going  to  be  at  the  conference  because  “here  was  a  guy 
who  was  working  with  ‘Wild  Bill’  [Donovan]!”  Id.  In  any  event, 
the  accuracy  of  Chadwick’s  handwritten  annotation  is  supported 
by  its  uniqueness.  Only  one  box  out  of  more  than  one  thousand 
shows  when  a  conferee  arrived  at,  or  departed,  an  event,  and  that 
is  the  entry  for  Casey’s  initial  arrival  at  4:00  p.m.  on  July  38.  The 
Task  Force  believes  that  Chadwick,  excited  about  the  appearance 
of  an  associate  of  ‘Wild  Bill’  Donovan’s,  made  a  special  point  of 
recording  Casey’s  arrival  on  his  chart. 

242.  Robert  Dallek  Deposition  (Aug.  24.  1992)  at  13-15  (here¬ 
inafter  “Dallek  Dep  ”). 

243.  Id.  at  13-15. 

244.  Id.  at  12.  14,  45-46. 

245.  Murray  Dep.  at  5-6. 

246.  Id.  at  6-7. 

247.  Id.  at  6-7. 

248.  See  Sir  James  Murray  Deposition  (June  12.  1992)  at  10 
(hereinafter  "Murray  Dep.”);  Chadwick  Int.  at  14;  Jones  Dep.  at 
5;  Dallek  Dep.  at  55-58;  Donald  Cameron  Watt  Interview  (June 
23.  1992). 

249.  Dallek  Dep.  at  55-58;  Jones  Int.  at  5;  Murray  Dep.  at  10. 
Sir  James  Murray  recalled  that  he  introduced  Casey  to  the 
woman  who  later  became  his  wife.  Murray  Dep.  at  10.  Professor 
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Dallek  testified  that  he  took  a  long  walk  with  Casey  through  the 
Imperial  War  Museum  during  the  reception,  during  which  they 
reviewed  exhibits  of  World  War  Il-era  weaponry.  Dallek  Dep.  at 
55-58.  Dallek  also  identified  a  photograph  of  Casey,  Dallek, 
Arthur  Funk,  Martin  Blumenson,  and  Blumenson’s  wife,  which 
was  taken  during  the  reception.  Id.  at  58-59.  See  App.  at  473 
(photograph  taken  at  reception). 

250.  Jones  Dep.  at  5-6.  Mr.  Deutsch  was  one  of  the  American 
professors  attending  the  conference.  See  also  Arthur  L.  Funk 
Interview  (Dec.  24,  1992)  at  5. 

251.  Id.  at  5.  Professor  Jones  made  an  entry  in  his  diary  re¬ 
garding  the  event,  which  he  showed  to  Task  Force  counsel.  Id.  at 
9. 

252.  Id.  at  6. 

253.  See  App.  at  474.  The  invoice  was  among  Casey’s  personal 
records  at  his  McLean,  Virginia  home. 

254.  As  described  on  the  invoice,  the  titles  of  the  books  are 
Special  Operations  Europe;  Top  Secret;  Who  Dares  Wins,  and  Master  of 
Deception.  Bernadette  Casey  Smith,  William  Casey’s  daughter, 
testified  that  Hatchard’s  was  her  father’s  favorite  book  store  in 
London.  Smith  Dep.  at  96-97.  Illustrative  of  Casey’s  penchant  for 
book-buying,  Ms.  Smith  also  testified  that  when  Casey  was  DCI, 
“every  place  he  stopped  he  had — they  had  to  do  two  things:  the 
Catholic  Church  and  the  book  store.  He  always  got  to  the  book 
store.”  Id.  at  98. 

255.  Jones  Int.  at  5. 

256.  Chadwick  Int.  at  21. 

257.  Dallek  Dep.  at  22-23,  59. 

258.  Id.  at  23. 

259.  Id.  at  23-24. 

260.  Id.  at  24. 

261.  Id.  at  24-25,  60;  Chadwick  Int.  at  15. 

262.  See  App.  at  459-462. 

263.  Murray  Dep.  at  6-8.  Murray  testified  that  he  and  Casey 
were  at  a  table  with  “a  number  of  other  people,”  but  he  could 
not  remember  the  names  of  these  individuals.  Id.  at  9. 

264.  Id.  at  9. 

265.  See  App.  at  459-462. 

266.  Chadwick  Int.  at  16. 

267.  Murray  Dep.  at  1 1. 

268.  See  App.  at  475. 

269.  Jonathan  Chadwick  testified  that  “it  turned  out  that 
(Casey]  had  gone  sometime  on  the  29th,”  but  he  did  not  elabo¬ 
rate  on  the  basis  for  this  comment.  Chadwick  Int.  at  16. 

270.  See  App.  at  476.  Some  published  accounts  concerning  the 
allegations  under  investigation  have  suggested  that  Casey’s 
evening  engagement  at  the  Alibi  Club  was  a  private  dinner  be¬ 
tween  George  Bush  and  Casey,  and  that  the  purpose  of  the 
dinner  related  to  Casey’s  attendance  at  secret  meetings  in 
Madrid.  See  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  81;  Xightline:  The  October 
Surprise,  ABC  News,  June  20,  1991,  at  4.  This  theory  is  refuted  by 
a  telephone  message  that  Justine  Marks,  a  secretary  at  Reagan 
campaign  headquarters,  took  for  James  Baker  on  the  afternoon  of 
July  24.  This  message,  which  was  from  Jennifer  Fitzgerald,  stated 
as  follows:  “Amb.  Bush.  Informal  dinner  party  [at]  Alibi  Club 
July  30,  1806  I.  ST.  N.W.  6:45  p.m.  till  9  p.m.  STAG.”  See  App. 
at  477. 

271.  Sightline:  The  October  Surprise,  ABC  News,  June  20,  1991,  at 
4. 

272.  See  subsection  B,  supra. 

273.  Id.;  Khan  Dep.  at  63-64. 

274.  Selecting  August  15  as  the  beginning  of  the  second 
Madrid  meetings  is  based  on  the  Task  Force’s  analysis  that  July 
29 — when  “Abdullah  Hashemi”  checked  out  of  the  Plaza  Hotel — 
is  the  most  likely  end  date  for  the  first  round  of  meetings. 

275.  Khan  Dep.  at  123. 

276.  See  App.  at  386  for  a  complete  picture  of  Casey’s  where¬ 
abouts  during  August  1980. 

277.  See  App.  at  478  (signed  American  Express  receipt). 


278.  See  App.  at  479. 

279.  See  App.  at  480. 

280.  See  App.  at  481.  Bernadette  Casey  Smith  testified  that  she 
and  her  mother  did  not  often  go  to  the  Creek  Club  during  the 
summer  of  1980,  and  that  the  most  plausible  explanation  of  the 
August  8  charge  is  that  they  were  incurred  by  Bill  Casey  and/or  a 
guest  with  Casey.  Smith  Deps.  at  90.  Owen  Smith  testified  that 
Bernadette  “would  not  have  had  the  right  to  sign  because  she 
was  not  a  minor  (in  1980]  and  her  mother  would  not  have  gone 
there  alone."  Smith  Deps.  at  90. 

281.  Frank  Fahrenkopf  Interview  (Dec.  21,  1992)  (hereinafter 
“Fahrankoph  Int.”)  (adopting  memo  of  interview  under  oath  as 
accurate);  Frederick  K.  Beibel  Interview  (Dec.  21,  1992)  (adopt¬ 
ing  memo  of  interview  under  oath  as  accurate)  (hereinafter 
“Biebel  Int.”).  Biebel  also  recalled  that  Casey  stayed  at  the 
Pheasant  Run  Restaurant  outside  of  Chicago,  where  the  confer¬ 
ence  was  held  and  where  Beibel  and  his  wife  stayed. 

282.  See  App.  at  482. 

283.  Fahrenkopf  Int.;  Biebel  Int. 

284.  Biebel  had  a  specific  recollection  that,  upon  leaving  Chi¬ 
cago,  Casey  discovered  that  he  had  left  his  return  airline  ticket  at 
the  hotel.  He  further  recalled  that  Casey  had  a  new  ticket  printed 
at  O’Hare  Airport,  and  that  he  and  Casey  flew  back  together  to 
Washington  on  the  same  flight.  Biebel  Int. 

285.  Casey  Dep.  at  14;  see  also  Transcript,  Frontline:  Investigating 
the  October  Surprise,  Apr.  7,  1992,  at  3. 

286.  Id.  at  14. 

287.  See  App.  at  483. 

288.  Transcript,  Frontline:  Investigating  the  October  Surprise,  PBS, 
Apr.  7,  1992,  at  3. 

289.  See  App.  at  484. 

290.  See  App.  at  486. 

291.  A  search  by  the  U.S.  Customs  Service  of  customs  declara¬ 
tions  forms  processed  in  1980  did  not  produce  a  single  match  for 
a  William  Casey  with  the  date  of  birth  of  March  13,  1913.  See 
Memorandum  from  Rod  MacDonald.  Director,  Office  of  Enforce¬ 
ment  Systems,  to  Jim  King,  Office  of  Enforcement,  U.S.  Customs 
Service,  (Dec.  10,  1992).  See  App.  at  485.  According  to  this 
search,  someone  by  the  name  of  William  Casey  arrived  in  Mon¬ 
treal  at  noon  on  August  11,  1980.  This  entry  does  not  include  a 
date  of  birth  for  the  individual  in  question,  however,  and  the 
Customs  search  revealed  that  there  were  numerous  individuals 
with  the  name  of  William  Casey  who  submitted  declarations 
forms  in  1980.  Thus,  there  is  no  evidentiary  basis  to  link  the  U.S. 
Customs  entry  for  August  11,  1980,  to  the  William  J.  Casey  who 
served  as  Ronald  Reagan’s  campaign  manager.  Further,  as  noted 
above,  credible  testimony  from  Frank  Fahrenkopf  and  Frederick 
Biebel— corroborated  by  Casey’s  calendars  indicate  that  he  was 
attending  the  national  conference  of  Republican  State  Chairman 
on  August  1 1,  1980. 

292.  Pottinger  testified  that  he  is  “virtually  certain”  that  he 
made  this  call.  Pottinger  Dec.  29  Dep. 

293.  Id.  Two  other  calls  lasting  3  minutes  each  were  also  made 
on  August  3  from  Pottinger’s  office  to  Hashemi’s  office. 

294.  Id. 

295.  Id. 

296.  Id ;  see  also  Letter  from  T.  Barry  Kingham  to  E.  Lawrence 
Barcella,  Esq.  (Nov.  2,  1992).  See  App.  at  401. 

297.  Pottinger  Dec.  29  Dep. 

298.  Id. 

299.  Id. 

300.  Id. 

301.  Id. 

302.  Id. 

303.  Pottinger’s  time  sheets  for  August  18,  however,  show  that 
he  phoned  Cyrus  Hashemi  on  that  date.  Id. 

304.  See  App.  at  487. 

305.  See  App.  at  488. 


306.  Margarei  Gregg  Deposition  (Sept.  17,  1992)  at  13  (herein¬ 
after  “M.  Gregg  Dep."). 

307.  Id. 

308.  Id.  at  13-14. 

309.  See  App.  at  487. 

310.  See  App.  at  488.  The  calendar  entry  also  indicates  that 
Mrs.  Gregg’s  aunt  and  uncle  were  present  at  brunch.  M.  Gregg 
Dep.  at  14. 

311.  Id.  at  13.  26-28. 

312.  Donald  Gregg  Deposition  (October  21,  1992)  at  9  (here¬ 
inafter  “D.  Gregg  Dep.”).  Gregg  added  that  the  Department  of 
Defense,  in  response  to  a  Freedom  of  Information  request,  has 
confirmed  his  presence  at  Camp  Perry  on  July  28,  1980.  D. 
Gregg  Dep.  at  10-11. 

313.  Id.  at  11. 

314.  Id.  at  19-20;  M.  Gregg  Dep.  at  27-28. 

315.  Id.  at  11-12.  Mr.  Gregg  also  testified  that  one  of  the 
American  hostages  in  Iran  was  a  close  friend  of  his.  Id  at  13.  In  a 
previous  written  response  to  questions  from  the  Senate  October 
Surprise  investigation,  Gregg  testified  that  the  idea  that  he  would 
delay  his  friend’s  release  in  any  way  was  “particularly  repugnant 
to  me  personally.”  Letter  from  Donald  P.  Gregg  to  Senators 
Terry  Sanford  and  James  JefTords  (June  26,  1992)  at  4.  See  App. 
at  489-493. 

316.  D.  Gregg  Dep.  at  2. 

317.  Id.  at  3. 

318.  Id.  Gregg  testified  that  Gary  Sick  had  primary  responsibil¬ 
ity  on  the  NSC  for  the  Iranian  hostage  crisis.  Id. 

319.  Samuel  Hoskinson  Deposition  (Oct.  27,  1992)  at  4-5 
(hereinafter  "Hoskinson  Dep.”). 

320.  Id.  at  14.  Hoskinson  added  that  Donald  Gregg  was  a 
member  of  the  NSC’s  senior  stafT  who  would  “answer  directly  to 
Brzezinski.”  Id.  at  15. 

321.  Id.  at  15. 

322.  George  Cave  Dep.  (Oct.  30,  1992),  at  13-14. 

323.  Frontline:  Investigating  the  October  Surprise,  PBS,  Apr.  7,  1992. 

324.  See  FBIS  Daily  Report  on  South  Asia  (editions  for  July  23- 
August  18,  1980). 

325.  Tehran  IRNA  in  English,  May  31,  1985;  Tehran  Domestic 
Service,  May  30,  1985. 

326.  Madani  Dep.  at  93,  119,  122-23.  Madani  told  the  Task 
Force  that  this  was  the  first  time  he  met  Hassan  Karrubi.  Id.  at 
119. 

327.  Id.  at  122. 

328.  Id.  at  1 19-20. 

329.  Id.  at  130-31.  Madani  added  that  he  has  never  met  with 
Mehdi  Karrubi  outside  of  Iran,  and  that  he  has  no  knowledge 
that  Mehdi  Karrubi  has  ever  traveled  outside  of  Iran.  Madani 
probably  was  referring  to  1980,  as  he  later  indicated  that  he  had 
met  with  Mehdi  Karrubi  outside  of  Iran  some  time  after  1980. 
Houshang  Aryanpour  Telephone  Interview  (Dec.  29,  1992). 
Madani  also  indicated  that  the  only  Karrubi  with  whom  he  met  in 
1980  was  Hassan,  not  Mehdi.  Id. 

330.  Sadegh  Tabatabai  Deposition  (Nov.  5,  1992)  at  20-21. 
Ayatollah  Khomeini’s  son  married  Tabatabai’s  sister,  and  two  of 
Khomeini’s  grandchildren  are  married  to  two  of  Tabatabai’s 
brothers.  Id.  at  3.  During  the  period  of  late  November  1979  and 
February  1981,  Tabatabai  served  as  Deputy  Minister  President 
and  spokesman  for  the  Iranian  government.  Id. 

331.  Id.  at  9. 

332.  Id.  at  9.  Tabatabai  had  no  opinion  on  whether  Karrubi’s 
brother,  Hassan,  might  have  traveled  to  Madrid.  Id. 

333.  Id.  at  9. 

334.  Hamid  Reza  Naghasian  Interview  (Nov.  20,  1992). 

335.  Id. 

336.  Id. 

337.  Id. 

338.  Id. 

339.  Id. 


340.  Aryanpour  Dep.  at  117.  Aryanpour  observed  that  Mehdi 
Karrubi  had  assisted  Khomeini  while  he  was  in  exile  prior  to  the 
Iranian  revolution.  Id. 

341.  Id.  at  119. 

342.  Id.  at  117-118. 

343.  Id.  at  118. 

344.  Id.  at  118. 

345.  Id.  at  118-119.  Aryanpour  surmised  that  “I  don’t  even 
think  that  Khomeini  knew  that  [Hassan  Karrubi]  exists.”  Id. 
Aryanpour  did  testify,  however,  that  Hassan  was  in  contact  with 
Cyrus  and  Jamshid  Hashemi,  and  that  Jamshid  would  provide 
Hassan  with  lodging  whenever  Hassan  travelled  to  London.  Id.  at 
120,  122-23.  Similar  testimony  regarding  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  Hassan  Karrubi  and  Jamshid  Hashemi  was  provided  by 
Homa  Hashemi,  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  former  wife.  Homa  Hashemi 
Dep.  at  68. 

346.  Interview  with  Shirah  Neiman,  Assistant  U.S.  Attorney, 
Southern  District  of  New  York. 

347.  Memorandum  for  the  Record  by  Lee  S.  Strickland,  Assist¬ 
ant  General  Counsel  (Feb.  7,  1984).  See  App.  at  494-497. 

348.  See  App.  at  498-499  (Letter  from  Jamshid  Hashemi  to 
Arnold  Raphel). 

349.  Interview  with  Shirah  Neiman,  Assistant  U.S.  Attorney, 
Southern  District  of  New  York. 

350.  William  Wachtel  Interview  (Oct.  26,  1992)  (hereinafter 
“Wachtel  Int  ”). 

351.  Id. 

352.  Id. 

353.  Id. 

354.  See  Section  XI,  infra. 

355.  Elliot  Richardson  Deposition  (Sept.  16,  1992)  at  20  (here¬ 
inafter  “Richardson  Sept.  16  Dep.”). 

356.  Id.  at  16,  22-23. 

357.  Id.  at  43. 

358.  Id.  at  20-21. 

359.  Id.  at  21. 

360.  Id.  at  10-11. 

361.  Id.  at  26. 

362.  See  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  85. 

363.  Madani  Dep.  at  123-24,  130-31. 

364.  Id.  at  125-26.  Sick,  also  under  oath,  reaffirmed  that  in  the 
course  of  an  interview.  Admiral  Madani  told  him  that  he  had 
knowledge  of  the  Hashemi  brothers’  1980  activities,  including 
“Madrid  and  all  that”.  Sick  Dep.  (Nov.  21,  1992),  at  31. 

365.  Transcript,  Frontline:  The  Election  Held  Hostage,  PBS,  Apr. 
16,  1991,  at  8. 

366.  Arif  Durrani  Deposition  (Sept.  30,  1992)  at  61-63,  66,  81. 

367.  Id.  at  71-72. 

368.  Id.  at  69-71. 

369.  Id.  at  67-68,  74-76,  89. 

370.  Id.  at  55,  82. 

371.  Id.  at  89-90. 

372.  Id.  at  85. 

373.  Id.  at  96-97.  When  pressed  further  by  counsel,  Durrani 
said  that  he  “probably  .  .  .  misunderstood”  the  reporter’s  ques¬ 
tion.  Id.  at  97.  Durrani  subsequently  stated  that  he  has  “no  direct 
knowledge”  of  any  meetings  at  which  Casey  was  present  in  1980. 
Id. 

374.  Id.  at  99-100. 

375  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  85  &  251  n.29. 

376.  For  example,  Rupp  testified  that  he  was  “not  sure” 
whether  William  Casey  was  on  board  a  flight  he  claimed  to  have 
made  to  Madrid  during  the  summer  of  1980.  Heinrich  Rupp 
Deposition  (Oct.  8,  1992)  at  58  (hereinafter  “Rupp  Dep.“). 

377.  Id.  at  176-77.  When  asked  whether  he  had  ever  told 
anyone  that  he  had  flown  Bill  Casey  to  Madrid  in  1980,  Rupp  re¬ 
sponded,  “I  don’t  think  so.”  Id.  at  177. 

378.  Id.  at  179. 
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379.  Id.  at  179-80. 

380.  Id  at  30. 

381.  Id  at  30-31,  85-86. 

382.  Written  submission  furnished  by  the  Government  of  Israel 
to  the  Task  Force  (hereinafter  “GOI  Report”).  See  App.  at  500- 
563.  During  the  period  of  1980-82,  Eitan  served  as  the  advisor 
on  counterterrorism  to  the  Israeli  Prime  Minister.  Id. 

383.  Id  Saguy  served  as  Director  of  Israeli  Military  Intelligence 
of  the  Israel  Defense  Forces  between  February  1979  and  August 
1983. Id 

384.  Id 

385.  See  App.  at  500-563. 

386.  Id 

387.  Id 

388.  Id 

389.  Id 

390.  Id 

391.  Ben-Menashe’s  military  records  indicate  that  there  were 
only  six  slots  in  his  unit,  and  that  his  slot  was  shifted  ”on  paper” 
in  order  to  make  room  for  another  translation. 

392.  GOI  written  submission. 

393. Id 

394.  According  to  Israeli  Defense  Force  records,  for  example. 
Ben-Menashe  went  abroad  on  March  3,  1979,  to  Cyprus  and 
Greece  and  in  July  11,  1979,  to  the  United  States  and  Canada.  Id. 
In  1980,  Ben-Menashe  went  on  personal  leave  from  April  15, 
1980  through  May  5,  1980.  Throughout  July  and  August  1980, 
he  was  in  Israel.  Id. 

395.  Id 

396.  Id 

397.  Id 

398.  Id 

399.  Id 

400.  Id  Saguy,  moreover,  told  Israeli  authorities  that  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  never  participated  in  any  discussion  held  in  Saguy’s  pres¬ 
ence.  Id. 

401.  GOI  written  submission. 

402. Id 

403.  Id.  Kashani,  for  his  part,  denies  that  he  has  ever  met  Ben- 
Menashe,  although  he  says  that  he  did  travel  to  Israel  in  1980. 
The  Task  Force  located  Kashani  in  Madrid.  He  refused  both  to 
permit  the  interview  to  be  tape-recorded  or  to  swear  or  afFirm  to 
its  accuracy.  Consequently,  the  Task  Force  does  not  credit  or  rely 
on  the  interview. 

404.  Earl  Brian  Deposition  before  Senate  Foreign  Relations 
Subcommittee  on  Near  East  8c  South  Asian  AfTairs  (Jul.  28,  1992) 
at  12. 

405.  Francisco  J.  Carmona  Interview,  Passport  Agency,  U.S. 
Department  of  Slate  (July  29,  1980). 

406.  Brenneke  1990  calendar  (Nov.  2,  1990)  lines  34-38.  See 
App.  at  564. 

407.  In  an  interview  in  1991  with  Joel  Bleifuss,  Ben-Menashe 
said  that  he  was  the  author  of  the  note  that  Lavi  had  first  claimed 
in  1988  to  have  been  his  {i.e.,  Lavi’s)  note.  That  note  was  pub¬ 
lished  in  Barbara  Honegger’s  1989  book,  October  Surprise.  B.  Hon¬ 
egger,  October  Surprise  at  16.  In  addition,  Lavi  had  provided  the 
note  to  other  journalists  in  early  1989  including  Steven  Emerson, 
then  with  U.S.  News  and  World  Report.  Reporter’s  notes  provid¬ 
ed  to  Task  Force  by  Steven  Emerson  (Sept.  1992).  Gary  Sick 
later  alleged  that  the  note  was  actually  “discovered  by  journalist 
Robert  Parry  in  1990  among  a  jumble  of  papers  in  the  briefcase 
of  Ari  Ben-Menashe  while  Ben-Menashe  was  in  custody  in  New 
York.”  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  120. 

408.  Richard  Babayan  Deposition  (Sept.  19,  1992)  at  18.  Ba¬ 
bayan  claimed  that  except  for  William  Casey,  Baranriz  did  not 
tell  him  the  names  of  any  other  participants  at  the  Madrid  meet¬ 
ings.  Id.  at  15-16. 

409.  Id  at  31. 


410.  Id.  at  31.  Babayan  testified  that  Baranriz  “may  have  told 
me  but  I  don’t  remember."  Id. 

411.  Id.  at  5.  7. 

412.  Id  at  27-28. 

413.  Id  at  29. 

414.  When  asked  whether  his  Paris  "sighting”  of  Casey  could 
have  taken  place  in  July  1980,  Babayan  maintained  his  position 
that  it  had  occurred  in  July.  Id.  at  30. 

415.  See  Letter  from  Terry  O’Connor,  Inspector  in  Charge, 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  to  Hon.  Lee  Hamilton  (Oct.  27, 
1992)  (criminal  record  check  evidencing  arrests  in  Florida  for 
crimes  ranging  from  insufficient  funds  to  grand  larceny,  racket¬ 
eering,  securities  fraud,  and  misrepresentation  to  acquire  narcot¬ 
ics).  See  App.  at  574-580. 

416.  Khan  Dep.  at  14-16. 

417.  Id  at  62-63;  Id  at  77-78,  81. 

418.  Islam  Kazemieh  Interview  (Nov.  22,  1992). 

419.  Id 

420.  Id.  Kazemieh  and  others  also  informed  the  Task  Force 
that  Jamshid  had  ties  to  the  Iraqi  government  dating  back  to  a 
period  preceding  the  fall  of  the  Shah,  when  Jamshid  made  anti- 
Shah  radio  broadcasts  from  Baghdad.  Id. 

421.  Kazemieh’s  testimony  is  also  corroborated  by  credible  tes¬ 
timony  from  another  Iranian  national  whose  identify  the  Task 
Force  agreed  to  protect. 

422.  Aryanpour  Dep.  at  105.  Aryanpour  had  taken  political 
refuge  in  Germany  with  Madani  in  early  October  1980  after  the 
two  men  fled  Iran  and  spent  interim  periods  of  refuge  in  Istanbul 
and  Lisbon.  Id.  at  83,  93-94. 

423.  Id.  at  95-96. 

424.  Id.  at  93,  106. 

425.  Id.  at  105-106. 

426.  Id.  at  105-106.  Ahmadi  told  Aryanpour  that  he  saw  Jam¬ 
shid  in  Baghdad  after  the  Iran-Iraq  war  had  begun.  Id.  at  106. 

427.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  (Nov.  14, 
1980). 

428.  Id.  Cyrus  Hashemi  told  Aryanpour  that  he  “had  not  hear 
at  all”  about  this  matter.  Id.  When  asked  whether  Madani  had  ap¬ 
proved  this  letter,  Aryanpour  testified  that  “I  know  anybody 
fighting  with  Iran,  destroying  Iran,  killing  Iranians,  has  no  place 
with  Madani  ...  I  don’t  think  Madani  would  ever  write  a  letter 
to  a  man  who  has  invaded  Iran,  who  has  destroyed  part  of  Iran.” 
Aryanpour  Dep.  at  107. 

429.  Khan  Dep.  at  34. 

430.  Id 

431.  Id.  at  39. 

432.  Mahmoud  Moini-Eraghi  Deposition  (Oct.  15,  1992)  at 
35-37,  51-52,  59  (hereinafter  "Moini  Dep.”).  According  to 
Moini-Eraghi,  Jamshid  was  particularly  galled  by  the  fact  that 
Moini-Eraghi  had  used  Jamshid’s  oflice  telephone  in  Stamford, 
Connecticut  to  make  arrangements  for  Passindideh  to  attend  the 
meeting  in  Madrid.  Id.  at  35-37.  According  to  Moini-Eraghi,  Jam¬ 
shid  knew  in  advance  that  a  meeting  with  Passindideh  was  being 
arranged,  and  that  Moini-Eraghi  was  going  to  attend  the  meeting. 
Id.  at  36,  51. 

433.  Id.  at  36.  51. 

434.  Id.  at  36-37,  51.  Moini-Eraghi  testified  that  Jamshid  “told 
me  1  had  been  a  traitor.  You  have  been  with  me  and  you  were 
supposed  to  do  joint  business  and  you  have  done  it  with  Cyrus 
and  Cyrus  is  junk.  Why  you  went  with  Cyrus?  I  have  a  very  bril¬ 
liant  future  and  you  have  missed  me  .  .  .”  Id.  at  37. 

435.  Id  at  52,  60. 

436.  Id  at  60. 

437.  Pottinger  Aug.  5  Dep.  at  144. 

438.  Pottinger  Dec.  29  Dep. 

439.  Pottinger  Dec.  Telephone  Dep.  at  10-11.  Pottinger  pre¬ 
pared  the  chronology  for  Elliot  Richardson  “as  a  resource  for 
[Richardson’s]  upcoming  meetings  with  attorneys  and  State  De- 


partment  officials”  on  behalf  of  Cyrus  Hashemi.  Undated  cover 
memorandum  to  Pottinger  chronology  of  hostage-related  events 
(hereinafter  Pottinger  Chronology).  See  App.  at  565-571. 

440.  Pottinger  Chronology  (cover  memorandum).  Pottinger 
confirmed  to  the  Task  Force  that  the  “interviews  with  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  referenced  in  the  cover  memorandum  are  interviews  that 
he  conducted  with  Hashemi  in  1980.  Pottinger  Dec.  22  Dep.  at 
10-12. 

441.  Pottinger  Chronology  at  44-48.  See  App.  at  565-571. 

442.  Martin  Kilian  Interview  (July  23,  1992).  Kilian  declined  to 
meet  with  the  Task  Force  again  for  a  formal  depositon.  On  No¬ 
vember  17,  1992,  the  Task  Force  sent  a  letter  to  Kilian,  asking 
him  to  meet  with  the  Task  Force  staff  and  discuss  his  meetings 
with  several  of  the  individuals  who  have  advanced  October  Sur¬ 
prise  allegations.  See  App.  at  329-330.  The  Task  Force  received 
no  response  from  Kilian. 

443.  Id.  Kilian's  testimony  was  corroborated  by  Gary  Sick,  who 
testified  that  Kilian  had  informed  him  about  Kilian’s  May  1989 
interview  with  Jamshid,  and  that  Kilian  did  not  mention  any  com¬ 
ments  by  Jamshid  about  meetings  in  Madrid  between  Casey  and 
Mehdi  Kamibi.  Sick  Dec.  21  Dep.  at  3-4. 

444.  Khan  Dep.  at  89-92.  When  confronted  by  counsel  with  a 
transcript  from  the  June  20,  1991,  Nightline  broadcast,  in  which 
Ted  Koppel  reports  that  Jamshid  mentioned  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  at¬ 
tendance  at  meetings  in  Paris,  Jamshid  denied  telling  Koppel 
about  the  Paris  meetings,  then  promptly  asked  for  a  recess  to 
consult  with  his  counsel.  Khan  Dep.  at  90-91.  After  returning 
from  the  recess,  Jamshid  again  denied  that  Cyrus  had  ever  told 
him  he  attended  meetings  in  Paris.  Id.  at  91-92. 

445.  Id.  at  71-73,  123. 

446.  Nightlme:  The  October  Surprise ,  ABC,  June  20,  1991,  at  2. 

447.  Khan  Dep.  at  60. 

448.  Id.  at  61-62. 

449.  Transcript,  Frontline:  The  Election  Held  Hostage ,  PBS,  Apr. 
16,  1991,  at  7.  In  addition,  Gary  Sick  testified  that  Jamshid  made 
it  clear  to  him  during  their  interviews  that  Casey  had  agreed  with 
Kamibi  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages  in  return  for  the  in¬ 
coming  Reagan  Administration’s  assistance  in  facilitating  arms 
shipments  to  Iran.  Sick  Dec.  21  Dep.  at  14-16. 

450.  Khan  Dep.  at  130-31. 

451.  Transcript,  Nightline:  The  October  Surprise ,  ABC,  June  20, 
1991,  at  2. 

452.  Khan  Dep.  at  102,  120-22. 

453.  Mahmoud  (Max)  Moini-Eraghi  testified  that  Jamshid  Ha¬ 
shemi  “was  never  telling  truth  to  anybody.”  Moini  Dep.  at  88. 
George  Cave,  an  expert  on  Iranian  affairs  at  the  CIA,  testified 
that  he  informed  a  senior  Agency  official  in  1980  that  “we  were 
dealing  with  a  world  class  sleaze”  given  Jamshid’s  documented 
history  of  prevarication.  George  Cave  Dep.  (Oct.  30,  1992)  at  8. 
Admiral  Houshang  Aryanpour,  in  a  telephone  conversation  with 
Cyrus  Hashemi  on  November  14,  1980,  told  Cyrus  that  Jamshid 

has  published  a  circular  on  behalf  of  the  National  Front  Party,” 
and  that  “the  signatures  were  forgeries.”  FBI  Electronic  Surveil¬ 
lance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  (Nov.  14,  1980).  Charles  Cogan,  who 
served  as  Chief  of  the  Near  East  Division  of  the  CIA’s  Directorate 
of  Operations  during  the  1979-1980  period,  has  characterized 
Jamshid  as  “a  swindler."  Charles  Cogan  Testimony  before  Senate 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  Subcommittee  on  Near  East  8c 
South  Asian  Affairs  (June  25,  1992). 

454.  Madani  had  known  Cyrus  and  Jamshid  Hashemi  from 
their  days  in  the  early  1950’s  in  Tehran,  where  their  families 
were  neighbors.  Madani  Dep.  at  14,  17. 

455.  See,  e.g.,  Action  Memorandum  from  Harold  Saunders  to 
the  Secretary  of  State,  through  David  Newsom  (Jan.  2,  1980); 
CIA  Investigative  File  (Document  dated  Dec.  28.  1979).  See  App. 
at  781-793.  According  to  Frank  Anderson,  who  then  worked  on 
Iranian  affairs  for  the  CIA,  the  Hashemi  brothers  had  been 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  CIA  by  Harold  Saunders,  the  As¬ 
sistant  Secretary  of  State  for  Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Af¬ 


fairs.  Frank  Anderson  Deposition  (Oct.  27,  1992)  at  5.  Saunders 
had  told  the  Agency  that  the  Hashemis  could  contribute  to  the 
political  advancement  of  Madani,  who,  at  the  lime,  was  a  candi¬ 
date  for  the  presidency  of  Iran.  Id.  See  also  section  V,  supra,  re¬ 
garding  the  Hashemi  channel. 

456.  CIA  Investigative  Files  (chronology  prepared  in  August 
1983). 

457.  State  Dept.  Memorandum  (Jan.  28,  1980).  See  App.  at 
572-573. 

458.  CIA  Investigative  Files  (chronology  prepared  in  Aug. 
1983). 

459.  CIA  Investigative  Files  (chronology  prepared  in  Aug. 
1983);  CIA  Memorandum  (Feb.  17,  1980). 

460.  Id. 

461.  Id. 

462.  CIA  Investigative  Files  (chronology  prepared  in  Aug. 
1983). 

463.  Id 

464.  Madani  Dep.  at  53-56.  Houshang  Aryanpour  Deposition 
(Sept.  1,  1992),  at  54-56.  Aryanpour  also  testified  that  he  has  no 
knowledge  of  any  letters  from  Madani  to  U.S.  government  offi¬ 
cials  in  1980,  and  Madani  never  mentioned  such  letters  to  him. 
Aryanpour  Dep.  at  55-56. 

465.  Anderson  Dep.  at  23,  47;  CIA  cable  dated  (Jan.  5,  1981). 

466.  Id.  at  49.  Frank  Anderson,  who  had  contemporaneous 
knowledge  of  these  events,  testified  that  he  had  no  recollection 
that  Jamshid  ever  evidenced  any  acquaintance  with  Casey  or 
other  officials  of  the  incoming  Reagan  Administration.  Anderson 
Dep.  at  1 1 . 

467.  Id.  at  49. 

468.  Id.  at  9. 

469.  Id.  at  50. 

470.  Anderson  Dep.  at  8.  At  that  time  (January  1980),  Madani 
indicated  that  he  would  still  utilize  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  Stanley 
Pottinger  as  his  channel  to  the  State  Department.  CIA  cable  (Jan. 
22,  1981). 

471.  Insofar  as  Jamshid  has  alleged  that  certain  names  appear¬ 
ing  on  the  Plaza  Hotel  records  are  alias  names  that  Cyrus  used, 
the  proposition  that  Cyrus  was  in  Madrid  during  the  relevant 
time  period  is  refuted  by  strong  circumstantial  evidence,  and 
some  documentary  evidence,  that  Cyrus  was  in  the  United  States 
at  the  time. 

472.  See  Section  VII,  infra,  regarding  allegations  that  there  was 
indirect  contact  between  Casey  and  Hashemi  through  the  auspic¬ 
es  of  John  Shaheen. 

473.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  76.  Sick  testified  that  the  date  of 
March  1980  was  derived  from  Jamshid’s  recollection  that  he  had 
gone  to  see  Cyrus  Hashemi  at  his  Connecticut  home  on  Now 
Ruz,  the  Iranian  New  Year,  and  that  he  had  told  Cyrus  about  the 
hotel  encounter  with  Casey  on  that  occasion.  Gary  Sick  Deposi¬ 
tion  (Dec.  18,  1992),  at  13-14.  Since  Now  Ruz  always  occurs  on 
March  2 1 ,  and  Jamshid  did  not  think  more  than  three  weeks  had 
elapsed  between  the  meeting  with  Casey  and  the  holiday.  Sick 
calculated  that  the  Mayflower  meeting  took  place  at  some  earlier 
point  in  March.  Id.  at  13-15. 

474.  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  17;  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  76. 

475.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  76;  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  17. 
Jamshid  first  mentioned  the  Mayflower  incident  to  Sick  when  Sick 
met  with  him  in  London  in  October  1990.  Memorandum  from 
Gary  Sick  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.  (Dec.  19,  1992)  at  1-2.  See 
App.  at  581-584.  To  the  best  of  Sick’s  knowledge,  Jamshid  is  the 
exclusive  source  for  the  story  of  the  Mayflower  meeting.  Sick 
Dec.  18  Dep.  at  21-23. 

476.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  76-77. 

477.  Id.  at  77;  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  18-19. 

478.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  77. 

479.  Id. 


138 


480.  Id.-,  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  15.  Memorandum  from  G.  Sick 
to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.  (Dec.  19,  1992)  at  2. 

481.  Memorandum  from  G.  Sick  Memorandum  to  E.  Lawrence 
Barcella,  Jr.  (Dec.  19,  1992)  at  2.  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  16;  see  G. 
Sick,  October  Surprise  at  77. 

482.  Gary  Sick,  for  his  part,  also  never  received  any  independ¬ 
ent  corroboration  of  Jamshid's  account  of  the  incident.  Sick  Dec. 
18  Dep.  at  26. 

483.  Roy  M.  Furmark  Deposition  (Nov.  24,  1992)  at  26-27 
(hereinafter  “Furmark  Dep.”).  Furmark  also  said  that  two  or 
three  years  ago,  he  told  Der  Spiegel  journalist  Martin  Kilian  that 
the  allegations  were  untrue.  Id.  at  25-27,  100-101. 

484.  Id.  at  86,  89. 

485.  Id.  at  92,  94;  See  App.  at  585.  Upon  reviewing  Furmark’s 
1980  calendar,  the  Task  Force  could  find  no  evidence  that  he 
traveled  to  Washington,  D.C.  on  any  other  dates  in  1980. 

486.  Furmark  Dep.  at  94-96.  Furmark’s  only  recollection  of  vis¬ 
iting  the  Mayflower  is  that  he  stayed  as  a  guest  at  the  hotel 
during  one  of  Richard  Nixon’s  inaugurations  ( i.e .,  in  1969  or 
1973).  Id.  at  95. 

487.  Id.  at  96.  Furmark  further  testified  that  in  none  of  his  con¬ 
tacts  with  Casey  did  Casey  ever  mention  the  names  of  Cyrus  or 
Jamshid  Hashemi,  and  that  he  has  no  knowledge  of  any  contact 
between  Casey  and  either  of  the  Hashemi  brothers.  Id.  at  96-97. 
Jamshid.  who  would  have  future  business  dealings  with  Furmark 
and  knew  that  Furmark  and  Casey  were  acquainted,  never  indi¬ 
cated  to  Furmark  that  he  had  prior  contact  with  Casey.  Id.  at  98. 

488.  Charles  Cogan  Deposition  (Dec.  21,  1992)  (hereinafter 
“Cogan  Dep.”). 

489.  Khan  Dep.  at  46-47,  97-98. 

490.  Id.  at  129. 

491.  Id.  at  45,  98. 

492.  Testimony  of  James  Khan  [Hashemi  legally  changed  his 
name]  before  Subcommittee  on  Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian 
Affairs  of  the  Senate  Committee  on  Foreign  Relations  (June  24, 
1992)  at  123. 

493.  Id.  at  127. 

494.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  34  8c  243  n.43;  see  Memorandum 
from  G.  Sick  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.  (Dec.  19,  1992)  at  2. 

495.  D.  Gregg  Dep.  at  2.  Gregg  is  currently  U.S.  Ambassador 
to  the  Republic  of  Korea. 

496.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  34;  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  32. 

497.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  34-35. 

498.  See  Id.  at  34.  When  Bush  was  the  chief  U.S.  liaison  officer 
to  the  People’s  Republic  of  China  in  the  mid-1970s,  Gregg  re¬ 
portedly  was  CIA  station  chief  in  China.  Id.  Gregg  joined  Vice- 
President  Bush’s  staff  as  Bush’s  national  security  advisor  in  1982. 
Id. 

499.  D.  Gregg  Dep.  at  19-20. 

500.  Id.  at  19. 

501.  Khan  Dep.  at  96-97.  Jamshid  allowed  for  the  possibility 
that  Cyrus  may  have  had  contact  with  Gregg,  although  he  ac¬ 
knowledged  that  he  has  not  proof  of  such  contact.  Id.  at  97. 

502.  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  26.  Robert  Keith  Gray  is  a  prominent 
Republican  who  later  worked  on  the  1980  Reagan  campaign.  The 
name  “Robert  Gray”  appears  on  tax  records  of  the  Plaza  Hotel 
m  Madrid  during  the  time  period  of  the  alleged  meetings  in 
Madrid  between  William  Casey,  the  Hashemi  brothers,  and  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Iranian  government.  See  subsection  A,  supra. 

503.  Sick  Dec.  18  Dep.  at  26,  29. 

504.  Id.  at  26-27.  Sick  and  Gregg  were  colleagues  on  the  Na¬ 
tional  Security  Council  staff  during  the  Carter  Administration.  Id. 
at  37-39. 

505.  Id.  at  32. 

506.  Sick  testified  that  he  was  "fairly  confident”  that  Jamshid 
made  his  original  allegations  about  a  meeting  between  Gregg  and 
the  Hashemi  brothers  in  New  York  before  records  from  the  Plaza 
Hotel  in  Madrid  were  obtained  which  included  the  name  “Robert 
Gray".  The  discovery  of  those  records  prompted  media  specula¬ 


tion  that  the  “Robert  Gray”  whose  name  appeared  in  the  hotel 
records  around  the  time  of  the  alleged  Madrid  meetings  was  the 
same  Robert  Gray  who  worked  on  the  1980  Reagan  campaign. 
See  Transcript,  Sight  line:  The  October  Surprise.  ABC,  June  20,  1992, 
at  3. 

507.  Stoffberg  was  interviewed  under  oath  on  November  19 
and  21,  1992  in  Pretoria,  Republic  of  South  Africa. 

508.  Reiner  Jacobi  remains  under  indictment  in  the  Southern 
District  of  Florida  for  conspiracy  to  import  hashish  into  the 
United  Slates.  Following  the  failure  by  the  United  States  to 
secure  his  extradition  from  Hong  Kong  on  those  charges,  Jacobi 
refused  to  be  interviewed  by  the  Task  Force.  He  remains  outside 
the  country.  See  Letter  from  Douglas  Williams,  Esq.  to  E.  Law¬ 
rence  Barcella,  Jr.  (Dec.  4,  1992).  See  App.  at  586-587. 

509.  During  this  period  of  time,  CIA  files  reflect  that  Jacobi 
was  not  a  confidential  source. 

510.  Dirk  Stoffberg  Interview  (November  19,  1992)  at  3  (here¬ 
inafter  “Stoffberg  Nov.  19  Int.”). 

511.  Id.  at  3. 

512.  Id.  at  3. 

513.  Id.  at  6. 

514.  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  the  attorney  representing  Mr. 
Stoffberg,  Thomas  F.X.  Dunn,  had  also  represented  Ari  Ben- 
Menashe  earlier  that  year  both  in  his  successful  trial  in  the  South¬ 
ern  District  of  New  York  and  when  he  met  with  Senate  and 
House  staff  regarding  the  nomination  of  Robert  Gates  to  head 
the  CIA. 

515.  See  Stoffberg  Int.  (Nov.  21,  1992)  (hereinafter  “Stoffberg 
Nov.  21  Int.”). 

516.  See  Letter  to  Judge  Weinstein  (Jan.  10,  1992).  See  App.  at 
588. 

517.  See  Transcript,  United  States  v.  Stoffberg,  No.  CR-9 1-524 
(E.D.N.Y.  Jan.  14,  1992)  at  31.  See  App.  at  589-620.  At  the  time 
of  his  sentencing,  the  judge  was  informed  that  the  Department  of 
Justice  was  unaware  of  what  information  Mr.  Stoffberg  had  pro¬ 
vided  the  Congressional  investigators  because,  according  to 
Stoffberg’s  counsel,  the  Congressional  investigators  “...didn’t 
want  that  information  out.”  Id.  at  22. 

518.  Jean  Wadell,  secretary  to  the  Anglican  Bishop  of  Tehran 
was  arrested  on  August  10,  1980,  while  John  8c  Audrey  Coleman, 
also  connected  with  the  Anglican  Church,  were  arrested  on 
August  13,  1980.  The  Iran  Hostage  Crisis — A  Chronology  of  Daily  De¬ 
velopments,  CRS  at  263,  265. 

519.  In  a  sworn  affidavit  dated  January  4,  1992,  Stoffberg 
states  that  he  was  contacted  by  British  Intelligence  six  weeks  after 
the  commencement  of  the  British  hostage  negotiations.  Thus,  as¬ 
suming  the  negotiations  began  the  day  after  the  hostages  were 
taken  captive,  the  alleged  meeting  with  Casey  would  have  to  have 
been  in  mid-October,  1980.  Stoffberg’s  passport  indicates  no 
entry  stamps  for  the  United  Kingdom  during  October  1980. 

520.  Ben-Menashe  Dep.  at  37. 

521.  The  Task  Force  asked  the  Marriott  to  check  its  guest 
records  for  this  time  period.  Unfortunately,  guest  records  are 
routinely  destroyed  after  two  years. 

522.  Ben-Menashe  Dep.  at  50. 

523.  Id.  at  53. 

524.  Id.  at  55. 

525.  Id.  at  56. 

526.  Id.  at  57.  Ben-Menashe  did  not  explain  what  role  Casey 
could  play  at  this  juncture  with  respect  to  the  lifting  of  the  Carter 
administration’s  asset  freeze. 

527.  Id.  at  59.  Ben-Menashe  also  claimed  that  Begin  called 
Casey  about  the  meeting. 

528.  Id.  at  61. 

529.  Id.  at  62. 

530.  Id.  at  63-64. 

531.  Id.  at  64. 

532.  GOI  Report  at  55.  See  App.  at  500. 
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5S3.  David  Kimche,  Shmuel  Morieh,  and  Uri  Simhoni. 

534.  GOI  Report  at  38-39. 

535.  Richard  Babayan  Deposition  (Sept.  18,  1992)  at  32  (here¬ 
inafter  “Babayan  Dep.”). 

536.  Id.  at  32. 

537.  Id.  at  33. 

538.  Tabatabai  Int.  at  14. 

539.  Kilian  Int.  at  1. 

540.  See,  e.g.,  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  113. 

541.  Karl  Heinz  Ottershagan  was  arrested  in  West  Germany  in 
the  mid  1980’s  for  selling  arms  to  Iran.  Kilian  Int.  at  1. 

542.  Id.  at  I. 

543.  Id.  at  1-2. 

544.  Id.  at  2.  Neither  Benes  nor  Stoflberg  made  mention  of  the 
involvement  of  Henry  Kissinger  in  their  Task  Force  interviews. 

545.  As  discussed  elsewhere  in  this  report,  Tabatabai  denied 
any  knowledge  of  these  European  meetings.  Tabatabai  Int.  at  14. 

546.  As  reported  elsewhere  in  this  report,  de  Marenches  specif¬ 
ically  denied  knowledge  of  such  a  meeting,  de  Marenches  Int.  at 
1. 

547.  Kilian  advised  the  Task  Force  that  he  could  not  determine 
whether  this  person  was  truthful  or  trying  “to  sucker”  him  for 
money  for  the  story. 

548.  With  respect  to  the  accuracy  of  at  least  one  such  article, 
see  letter  of  Laurence  Silberman  reproduced  in  pertinent  part 
infra. 

549.  W.  Safire,  Enough  Already,  New  York  Times,  Nov.  24,  1986 
at  A- 19. 

550.  Laurence  Silberman  Senate  Deposition  at  49-50  (herein¬ 
after  “Silberman  Sen.  Dep.”).  While  Silberman  testified  that  he 
did  not  tell  Safire  the  individual  was  an  Iranian  he  seemed  "sure 
[Allen]  told  [Safire]  that.”  Laurence  Silberman  Deposition  (Dec. 
31,  1992)  at  10  (hereinafter  “Silberman  Dep.”). 

551.  A.  Chardy,  Reagan  Aides  Held  Hostage  Talks  m  1980,  Miami 
Herald,  Apr.  12,  1987,  at  A-l. 

552.  Ben-Menashe  Dep.  at  63-4.  Gary  Sick  states  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting  was  bom  out  of  Israeli  un¬ 
easiness  about  their  involvement  in  U.S.  domestic  politics  result¬ 
ing  from  the  Casey-Karrubi  meetings  in  Madrid.  Israel  is  said  to 
have  noted  Carter’s  rise  in  the  polls  and  became  apprehensive.  If 
they  were  caught  having  dealt  with  the  Republicans  it  would  be 
devastating  for  their  long  term  interests.  Hence,  Israel  attempted 
“to  short-circuit  the  entire  problem  by  arranging  a  swap  that 
would  end  the  hostage  crisis  before  the  election.”  G.  Sick,  October 
Surprise  at  121.  No  mention  is  made  of  an  Amsterdam  meeting  as 
the  triggering  event  for  the  L’Enfant  rendezvous. 

553.  Ben-Menashe  Dep.  at  50,  52-54,  56. 

554.  Id.  at  54. 

555.  Ben-Menashe  claims  that  CIA  Director  Stansfield  Turner 
was  also  briefed  by  Saguy  about  the  results  of  the  Amsterdam 
meeting.  Id.  at  60-62.  The  Task  Force  found  no  evidence  to  sup¬ 
port  this  assertion. 

556.  Id.  at  63,  64. 

557.  Task  Force  could  not  locate  Omshei;  he  is  thought  to  be 
in  Iran. 

558.  All  applications  by  Iranians  for  visas  are  referred  to  the 
Bureau  of  Consular  Affairs,  Washington,  D.C.  by  the  overseas 
posts  where  the  applications  are  made.  The  names  are  entered 
into  a  computer  data  base.  This  was  the  practice  in  1980  and 
continues  today.  Dr.  Ahmed  Omshei’s  name  does  not  appear  in 
the  computer  data  base. 

559.  Accompanying  Omshei  and  Ben-Menashe  from  New  York 
to  Washington,  D.C.  was  a  woman  working  with  the  Mossad 
whose  last  name  was  unknown  but  whose  first  name  was  Tsipora. 
Ben-Menashe  Dep.  at  68. 

560.  Id.  at  67. 

561.  Ari  Ben-Menashe  Senate  Deposition  (June  25,  1992)  at 
8-9.  See  App.  at  621. 

562.  Id.  at  12. 


563.  Ben-Menashe  Dep.  at  Exhibit  No.  4. 

564.  discussion,  infra. 

565.  See  discussion,  infra. 

566.  See  discussion,  infra. 

567.  The  note,  however,  is  instructive  in  tracing  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  the  October  Surprise  story.  Once  the  note  surfaced  in 
1989,  alleged  participants  in  the  October  Surprise  successively 
claimed  credit  for  it  yet,  prior  to  its  publication,  no  one  had  ever 
mentioned  it. 

568.  GOI  Report  at  24069,  24070.  See  App.  at  562-563.  These 
files  obtained  from  the  Israeli  government,  indicate  that  when 
Ben-Menashe  was  seeking  a  job  in  the  Israeli  Embassy  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  was  asked  to  detail  previous  foreign  travel,  his  hand¬ 
written  list  does  not  include  any  “October  Surprise”  trips  (Am¬ 
sterdam,  Washington,  Paris).  While  Ben-Menashe  would  likely 
say  he  would  not  list  sensitive  trips,  he  was  submitting  the  list  to 
the  Israeli  government  agency  that  allegedly  was  already  aware  of 
the  trips. 

569.  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise  at  17-20  (citing  June  14, 
1988  Lavi  Interview). 

570.  Lavi  said  he  knew  Silberman  from  covert  operations  when 
Silberman  was  at  the  CIA.  Id.  Silberman  testified  he  did  not  know 
Lavi  and  he  was  only  “at  the  CIA”  briefly  during  the  1980-1981 
transition  period,  after  the  L’Enfant  Plaza  meeting.  Silberman 
Sen.  Dep.  at  9-10. 

571.  Interview  by  David  Marks,  Frontline:  An  Election  Held  Hos¬ 
tage,  PTS-TV,  Apr.  16,  1991  (hereinafter  “Marks  Int.”). 

572.  Rogovin,  a  prominent  Washington  attorney  with  lies  to 
both  Republican  and  Democratic  administrations,  represented 
Lavi  from  1979  to  approximately  1986. 

573.  Houshang  Lavi  Interview  by  D.  Marks. 

574.  Id. 

575.  Id. 

576.  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise  at  16. 

577.  Id. 

578.  At  the  time,  Rogovin  was  also  the  General  Counsel  to  the 
John  Anderson  independent  campaign  for  President.  Mitchell  Ro¬ 
govin  Dep.  (Aug.  28,  1992)  at  7. 

579.  Rogovin  testified  that  he  kept  a  diary  and  provided  the 
relevant  diary  entries  to  the  Task  Force.  Id.  at  7. 

580.  Id.  at  8. 

581.  Rogovin  had  consulted  Alton  Frye,  the  Anderson  cam¬ 
paign  foreign  relations  advisor.  Id.  at  10. 

582.  Because  Rogovin  had  been  Special  Counsel  to  the  CIA 
during  the  Church  and  Pike  Committee  hearings  of  1975-1976, 
he  was  familiar  with  a  number  of  people  at  the  CIA. 

583.  Id.  at  20.  The  following  day,  Rogovin  noted  in  his  diary 
that  the  “CIA  finished  meeting  and  concluded  insufficient  evi¬ 
dence  to  indicate  Houshang  has  ties  w/anyone  to  allow  for  future 
contacts  with  him.”  See  App.  at  622.  Rogovin  testified  that  this 
was  the  message  he  received  back  from  the  agency  officer  on  Oc¬ 
tober  3rd.  Rogovin  was  not  satisfied,  however,  and  called  David 
Aaron,  the  Deputy  National  Security  Advisor,  and  explained  the 
situation  to  him  and  why  he  thought  that  the  CIA’s  position  was 
strange,  explaining  that  there  were  “no  strings  attached”  and 
that  this  did  not  have  anything  to  do  with  Lavi’s  troubles  with  the 
IRS.  Id.  at  18. 

584.  Id.  at  23.  Rogovin’s  notes  indicated  that  he  advised  Lavi 
of  Turner’s  promise  to  call  back.  See  App.  at  627. 

585.  Id.  at  24.  Rogovin  remembered  nothing  more  than  this 
about  those  entries.  Robert  Carter  was  William  Casey’s  assistant 
in  the  Reagan-Bush  campaign.  He  was  interviewed  on  July  16. 
1992  and  deposed  on  October  23,  1992.  He  recalled  no  contact 
with  Lavi.  See  Robert  Carter  Deposition  at  11-12. 

586.  Id. 

587.  Rogovin’s  notes  for  October  continue: 

It  came  down:  how  would  Bani-Sadr  get  the  hostages  free  from 
the  militants?  Hal  said  they  had  already  indicated  a  willingness  to 
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give  supplies,  suggested  that  our  request  to  the  Swiss  in  Tehran 
is  evidence  that  they  would  follow  through.  Hal  said  that  he 
would  take  it  up  with  the  seventh  floor.  [Meaning  the  Secretary 
and  Deputy  Secretary  of  State]  We  met  with  Hal  because  Chris 
[Warren  Christopher]  who  was  originally  going  to  see  us,  re¬ 
quested  that  Hal  meet  with  us  because  he  was  fully  briefed, 
Aaron  and  Turner  had  already  spoken  to  him.  Hushang  (sic)  was 
very  pleased  as  Hal  was  much  more  responsive.  Id.  at  26-27.  See 
App.  at  629-630. 

388.  Memo  to  the  Deputy  Secretary  from  Harold  H.  Saunders 
(Oct.  9,  1980).  See  App.  at  656-657. 

589.  Saunders  noted  in  the  memo  that  Lavi  “struck  [him]  as  a 
thoroughly  disrespectable  character”  Id.  When  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  did  not  embrace  Lavi’s  idea  for  a  parts  for  hostages  swap, 
Lari  grew  impatient.  Although  Rogovin’s  notes  reflected  certain 
curious  questions  “how  are  supplies  moving;  how  is  it  you  can  do 
this  w/Carter  Admin. /Reagan  is  his  contact/no  problem  .  .  . 
Lavi  to  D.C.  this  evening  to  dine  with  two  former  Iranian  gener¬ 
als,  and  he  will  call  me.”  Rogovin  indicated  he  had  no  idea  what 
the  Reagan  reference  was,  or  whether  it  was  even  Ronald 
Reagan.  Id.  at  34-35.  See  App.  at  629-630. 

590.  Id.  at  37-39. 

591.  Id.  at  40. 

592.  Department  of  State  Memorandum  (Oct.  21,  1980).  See 
App.  at  658. 

593.  Id. 

594.  Id. 

595.  For  further  discussions  regarding  Lavi’s  Paris  allegations, 
iee  Section  VIII,  infra. 

596.  Lavi’s  brother,  Parviz  Lavi,  indicated  that  Lavi  had  re¬ 
ferred  to  discussions  with  Allen,  McFarlane  and  Sen.  John  Tower 
in  discussions  concerning  the  hostage  crisis.  There  is  no  indica¬ 
tion  of  when  Lavi  claimed  this  meeting  or  the  conversation  about 
the  meeting  occurred.  Moreover,  many  of  Parviz  Lavi’s  other 
statements  are  inconsistent  with  his  brother’s.  Parviz  Lavi  Inter¬ 
view  (Nov.  25,  1992)  at  2. 

597.  The  FBI  was  conducting  a  background  investigation  of 
Senator  John  Tower,  who  was  under  consideration  for  Secretary 
of  Defense,  to  determine  whether  he  had  acted  appropriately  in 
arranging  this  meeting.  In  connection  with  this  investigation, 
McFarlane  and  Laurence  Silberman  were  interviewed.  See  also  135 
Gong.  Rec.  S2099  (Mar.  3,  1989). 

598.  FBI  Robert  McFarlane  Interview  (Dec.  23,  1988). 

599.  Id. 

600.  Id. 

601.  Id. 

602.  Id. 

603.  Deposition  of  Robert  McFarlane  (Dec.  6,  1992)  at  12-13 
(hereinafter  “McFarlane  Dep.”). 

604.  Id. 

605.  Id.  at  11-12. 

606.  Id.  at  17. 

607.  Id.  at  15,  24-26. 

608.  Id.  at  27. 

609.  Id.  at  27-28. 

610.  McFarlane  Dep.  at  27-30. 

611.  Id. 

612.  Id. 

613.  Id. 

614.  McFarlane  Dep.  at  21-22. 

615.  Senate  Interview  of  Rhett  Dawson  (Mar.  17,  1992). 

616.  Id. 

617.  Id. 

618.  Id. 

619.  Laurence  Silberman  FBI  Interview  (Dec.  30,  1988).  Silber¬ 
man  was  advised  that  he  was  being  interviewed  because  of  an  al¬ 
legation  that  Senator  Tower  was  not  “completely  honest"  in  his 
work  as  head  of  the  Tower  Commission  because  he  did  not  men¬ 


tion  this  incident.  He  made  the  letter  in  the  text  an  attachment  to 
his  302  report. 

620.  Laurence  Silberman  Senate  Deposition  (Jul.  28,  1992)  at 
28  (hereinafter  “Silberman  Sen.  Dep.”). 

621.  Id.  at  30-37. 

622.  Id.  at  44. 

623.  Id. 

624.  Id.  at  32. 

625.  Id. 

626.  Id. 

627.  The  Minority  would  note  that  Silberman  was  particularly 
sensitive  to  this  possibility  because  as  Deputy  Attorney  General 
under  President  Ford  he  had  reviewed  the  secret  files  of  J.  Edgar 
Hoover.  He  learned  that  President  Johnson  in  1968  used  the  FBI 
to  conduct  surveillance  of  Vice  Presidential  Candidate  Spiro 
Agnew  to  determine  whether  he  was  in  contact  with  the  South 
Vietnamese  with  whom  the  Johnson  administration  was  engaged 
in  peace  negotiations.  Silberman  Sen.  Dep.  32-33. 

628.  Silberman  Sen.  Dep.  at  26;  see  also  Silberman  American 
Express  Receipt  for  September  10,  1980. 

629.  Laurence  Silberman  Deposition  (Dec.  31,  1992)  at  4 
(hereinafter  “Silberman  Dep.”). 

630.  Id.  Silberman  also  testified  that  he  would  most  certainly 
have  remembered  if  he  had  been  introduced  to  a  man  named 
Lavi  because  it  is  the  Middle  Eastern  version  of  Levy,  which  is  his 
mother’s  family  name.  Id.  at  5. 

631.  A.  Chardy,  Reagan  Aides  Held  Hostage  Talks  m  1980  Advisors 
Say  They  Met  Reputed  Iran  Envoy  Before  Elections ,  But  Didn  t  Deal, 
Miami  Herald,  Apr.  12,  1987,  at  1A. 

632.  Id. 

633.  Id. 

634.  Id. 

635.  Transcript,  United  States  v.  Brenneke,  CR.  No.  89- 198-MAC 
(D.  Or.  May,  1990)  at  464.  But  see  Silberman’s  recollection 
above. 

636.  Transcript,  United  States  v.  Brenneke,  CR.  No.  89- 198-MAC 
(D.  Or.  May  1.  1990)  at  412,  414. 

637.  Frontline:  An  Election  Held  Hostage,  Apr.  16,  1991. 

638.  See  App.  at  661.  Allen  testified  that  after  reviewing  a 
Senate  subpoena,  he  located  a  memorandum  to  the  file  he  wrote 
dated  September  10,  1980,  that  described  the  meeting  at  the 
L’Enfant  Plaza  Hotel  and  the  events  leading  up  to  it.  Allen  Sen. 
Dep.  at  63.  At  Mr.  Allen’s  suggestion,  the  September  10,  1980 
memo  was  sent  to  the  FBI  for  examination.  On  August  5,  1992, 
Terry  O’Connor,  Inspector-in-Charge  of  the  FBI’s  October  Sur¬ 
prise  Task  Force,  notified  the  Task  Force  of  the  test  results.  The 
FBI  laboratory  concluded  that  although  a  positive  determination 
could  not  be  made  whether  the  memo  was  prepared  on  Septem¬ 
ber  10,  1980,  the  typewriter  impressions,  paper  watermark  and 
staple  holes  indicated  that  the  materials  used  in  preparing  the 
memo  were  commercially  available  prior  to  the  date  of  the  docu¬ 
ment.  See  July  31,  1992,  FBI  Laboratory  Report.  See  App.  at 
659-660. 

639.  Richard  Allen  Deposition  (Sept.  1,  1992)  at  31  (herein¬ 
after  “Allen  Dep.  1”).  Allen  testified  that  he  thought  the  memo 
had  been  prepared  on  September  10,  but  allowed  for  the  possi¬ 
bility  that  it  could  have  been  prepared  shortly  thereafter. 

640.  The  Minority  notes  that  Silberman  recalled  a  conversation 
with  Rhett  Dawson  after  Allen  found  the  1980  memo  in  1992, 
wherein  Dawson  stated  the  possibility  that  this  person  had  come 
to  Tower’s  attention  through  a  friend  of  Senator  Tower’s  in 
Singapore  who  was  connected  to  British  diplomacy  or  intelli¬ 
gence.  Silberman  admitted,  however,  that  this  was  purely  specu¬ 
lation  on  Dawson’s  part.  Silberman  Deposition  at  17. 

641.  Allen  Sen.  Dep.  at  Exhibit  5  (emphasis  added). 

642.  McFarlane  Dep.  at  34;  Silberman  Senate  Dep.  at  31. 

643.  McFarlane  Dep.  at  34;  Silberman  Senate  Dep.  at  36. 

644.  McFarlane  Dep.  at  34. 


645.  Silberman  Sen.  Dep.  at  37-39. 

646.  Silberman  Sen.  Dep.  at  41.  Silberman  stated  that  he  had 
“no  idea  what  [AllenJ  was  talking  about"  but  added  “I’m  sure 
Dick  would  have  wanted  to  know  if  there  was  an  imminent  hos¬ 
tage  release,  quite  legitimately.  .  .  ." 

647.  Richard  Allen  Deposition  (Dec.  18,  1992)  at  66,  67  (here¬ 
inafter  “Allen  Dec.  18  Dep.”). 

648.  Id.  at  52  and  53. 

649.  Interview  of  Mike  Butler  (Jul.  7.  1992). 

650.  Id. 

651.  Id. 

652.  Id. 

653.  Harold  Saunders  testified  that  he  talked  to  Allen  often  in 
the  September-October  1980  time  frame.  Saunders  Dep.  at 
16-20. 

654.  Silberman  Sen.  Dep.  at  44. 

655.  Allen  stated  in  his  deposition  that  there  is  a  “constant 
flow  [of]  .  .  .  erroneous  information,  ideas,  schemes  and  theories 
in  a  campaign  .  .  ."  Allen  Dep.  1  at  36. 

656.  Allen  Dep.  1  at  38. 

657.  J.  Nesmith,  S.  Shepard,  Reagan  Advisor  Meese ,  Iranian  Linked 
in  '80  Report ,  Atlanta  Journal-Constitution,  June  20,  1992,  at  Al. 

658.  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  Interview  of  Robert 
McQueen,  April  10,  1992  (hereinafter  “McQueen  Sen.  Int.“). 

659.  Id. 

660.  Id.  McQueen  retained  notes  that  he  made  during  the  in¬ 
vestigation,  which  he  utilized  to  pinpoint  the  date  of  the  alleged 
invitation.  The  notes,  however,  do  not  reflect  that  the  invitation 
was  made. 

661.  Id. 

662.  Id. 

663.  Id. 

664.  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  Interview  of  James 
Dorcey,  April  9,  1992. 

665.  Id. 

666.  Informal  Interviews  of  Honorable  Robert  Tignor,  AUSA 
Charles  Harkins  and  AUSA  Richard  Chapman. 

667.  See  App.  at  662. 

668.  Homa  Hashemi  Deposition  (Aug.  13,  1992)  at  112-115. 

669.  Meese  Deposition  al  52. 

670.  Senate  Foreign  Relations  Committee  Interviews  of  Gus 
Elia,  Ivy  Johnson,  Merja  Soudegar,  Narinder  Sawhney,  Parvin 
Safavi,  Reaza  Hashemi.  Jamshid  Hashemi. 

671.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  188. 

672.  Sick  Dec.  21  Dep.  al  67-68.  See  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at 
265  n.20. 

673.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  188.  According  to  the  allega¬ 
tions,  Richard  Allen  was  the  person  who  delivered  the  warning  to 
the  Iranians  on  behalf  of  the  Republicans.  Id. 

674.  Id.  at  188.  See  Section  V,  supra,  for  a  more  detailed  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  banking  channel. 

675.  Gary  Sick  writes  that  in  January  1990,  “[a]  senior  U.S. 
Customs  agent  who  worked  closely  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  the 
mid-1980s  has  .  .  .  slated  that  it  was  his  understanding  that  there 
were  contacts  between  the  Republicans  and  the  Iranians  during 
this  period  and  that  a  very  tough  message  was  delivered  to  end 
the  hostages  crisis  before  the  inauguration  or  face  severe  conse¬ 
quences."  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  189  &  265  n.22.  The  Task 
Force  interviewed  U.S.  Customs  Agent  Joseph  King,  who  worked 
closely  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  connection  with  Hashemi’s  coop¬ 
eration  with  U.S.  Customs  in  1986.  King  confirmed  that  he  spoke 
with  Sick  in  early  1990  regarding  Cyrus  Hashemi.  Telephone 
Interview  with  Joseph  King,  (Dec.  31,  1992).  At  no  time,  howev¬ 
er,  did  King  tell  Sick  that  he  had  knowledge  of  any  contacts 
during  the  transition  period  between  representatives  of  the 
Reagan  transition  team  and  representatives  of  the  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment  because,  he  testified,  he  had  no  such  knowledge.  Id.  At 
most.  King  may  have  conceded  to  Sick  that  such  contacts  were 
theoretically  possible.  Id.  King  noted,  however,  that  he  did  not 


know  whether  the  reference  to  “[a]  senior  U.S.  Customs  agent" 
in  Sick’s  book  referred  to  him.  He  explained  that  at  least  twenty 
people  in  the  U.S.  Customs  Service  could  fit  that  description.  Id. 

The  Task  Force  has  obtained  credible  testimonial  evidence  that 
the  Reagan  transition  team  sought  to  instill  in  the  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment  the  belief  that  the  incoming  Administration  would  take 
stem  action  against  Iran  if  the  hostages  were  not  released  before 
Preident  Carter  left  office.  Alexander  Haig  Deposition  (Dec.  4. 
1992)  at  5-7.  The  Task  Force  has  seen  no  credible  evidence, 
however,  that  this  approach  by  the  Reagan  transition  team  had 
anything  to  do  with  pre-election  contacts  between  the  Reagan 
campaign  and  Iranians. 

676.  Khan  Dep.  at  127-28.  The  Task  Force  does  not  question 
whether  Jamshid  told  Ms.  Sonenshine  about  the  alleged  meeting 
at  the  Sherry  Netherland.  Rather,  it  regards  Jamshid’s  contradic¬ 
tory’  statements  as  one  more  example  of  his  lack  of  credibility. 

677.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  147. 

678.  Id.  at  152. 

679.  Id.  at  147  8c  261  n.20  (citing  Nov.  1990  interview’  with 
Lavi  by  Robert  Parry  8c  Robert  Ross). 

680.  Martin  Kilian  Interview,  July  24,  1992. 

681.  Bradford  Shaheen,  John  Shaheen’s  son,  told  the  Task 
Force  that  his  father’s  primary  business  was  oil  refining,  but  that 
he  was  also  involved  in  miscellaneous  business  areas  such  as 
cable  television.  Shaheen  Dep.  at  4.  Shaheen’s  principal  business¬ 
es  were  Shaheen  Natural  Resources,  MacMillan  Ring-Free  Oil 
Company,  and  Newfoundland  Refining  Company.  Furmark  Dep. 
at  3-4,  9. 

682.  FBI  Interview  with  John  Shaheen  (Feb.  27,  1984).  (The 
FBI  interviewed  Shaheen  in  connection  with  its  investigation  of 
Cyrus  Hashemi  for  illegal  arms  exports  to  Iran). 

683.  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw,  who  worked  for  Shaheen 
from  1970  until  his  death  in  1985,  called  Shaheen  a  “real  flag- 
waver  .  .  .  .”  Interview  with  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw  (Nov. 

6,  1992).  O.  Jackson  Cook,  an  Atlanta  attorney  who  worked  with 
Shaheen,  told  the  Task  Force  that  Shaheen  “was  very  patriotic. 
He  was  still  very  much  in  love  with  the  country  and  a  lot  of  his 
talk,  conversations,  had  to  do  with  [patriotism]."  O.  Jackson 
Cook  Deposition  (Sept.  18,  1992)  at  20  (hereinafter  “Cook 
Dep"). 

684.  Cole,  Refiners  Lures  Two  Shaheens,  New  York  Times,  Jan.  7, 
1983.  The  refinery',  which  was  built  in  1973  at  a  cost  of  $300  mil¬ 
lion,  had  been  beset  by  construction  delays  and  equipment  fail¬ 
ures  before  it  even  opened.  When  the  refinery’  finally  began  op¬ 
eration  in  1973,  the  Arab  oil  embargo  was  instituted,  creating 
major  supply  problems.  As  a  result  of  these  problems,  the  refin¬ 
ery  never  exceeded  sixty  percent  of  its  capacity.  Id.\  U.P.I.,  July  8, 
1981;  Roy  M.  Furmark  Deposition  (Nov.  10,  1992)  at  5-7  (here¬ 
inafter  “Furmark  Dep.");  Malcolm,  Shaheen  Bid  Barred  for  Canada 
Refiners,  New  York  Times,  Oct.  25,  1980.  At  the  time,  the  refin¬ 
ery’s  demise  was  the  largest  bankruptcy  in  Canadian  history. 
Petro-Canada  Set  to  Buy  Refinery,  New  York  Times,  Nov.  26,  1980; 
Oil  Of  Gas  Journal,  Oct.  16,  1978  at  3. 

685.  See  Cole,  Refinery  Lures  Two  Shaheens,  New  York  Times.  Jan. 

7,  1983  (Bradford  Shaheen  trying  to  purchase  mothballed  refin¬ 
ery);  Long  Gamble  at  Come-by-Chance,  Time  Magazine,  Dec.  1,  1980 
(subsidiary  of  Shaheen  Natural  Resources  tries  to  buy  refinery 
from  Peal  Marwick,  the  bankruptcy  receiver);  Malcolm,  Shaheen 
Bid  Barred  for  Canada  Refinery,  New  York  Times,  Oct.  25,  1980. 
Roy  Furmark  testified  that  “John’s  life-long  dream  was  to  get 
[the  refinery  ]  back  ....  He  worked  his  whole  life  for  this  refin¬ 
ery  ....  It  was  the  crowning  achievement,  one  of  the  greatest 
achievements  of  his  life  .  .  .  .”  Furmark  Dep.  at  59-60. 

686.  Serafini,  Judge  Orders  SJ  Million  Stock  Turnover,  Associated 
Press,  Feb.  8,  1982.  Clarkson  had  sued  Shaheen  in  1977  for  $75 
million  following  the  refinery’s  bankruptcy.  Cole,  Refinery  Lures 
Two  Shaheens,  New’  York  Times,  Jan.  7,  1983. 
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687.  Id\  see  Furmark  Dep.  at  7  (citing  1980  lawsuit  against  Sha¬ 
heen  and  Furmark  resulting  from  refinery’s  bankruptcy). 

688.  See  Petro-Canada  Set  to  Buy  Refinery,  New  York  Times,  Nov. 
26,  1980;  Oil  Csf  Gas  Journal,  Oct.  27,  1980,  at  5.  John  Shaheen 
had  made  a  separate  purchase  offer  earlier  in  1980  which  was 
also  rejected.  See  Oil  &  Gas  Journal,  Oct.  27,  1980,  at  5. 

689.  Shaheen  Dep.  at  123. 

690.  Id.  at  126. 

691.  FBI  Interview  with  John  Shaheen,  February  27,  1984. 

692.  Shaheen  told  the  FBI  in  1984  that  he  regarded  Casey  as  a 
close  personal  friend.  FBI  Interview  with  John  Shaheen,  Feb.  27, 

1984.  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw  told  the  Task  Force  that  Sha¬ 
heen  and  Casey  were  ‘‘great  buddies,”  that  they  spoke  to  each  by 
telephone  several  times  a  week,  and  that  the  Casey  and  Shaheen 
families  socialized  with  one  another.  Maureen  McPartland 
Brokaw  Interview  (Nov.  6,  1992).  Sophia  Casey,  William  Casey’s 
widow,  has  stated  that  “John  [Shaheen]  and  Bill  Casey  were  very 
good  friends.”  Frontline:  Investigating  the  October  Surprise,  (Apr.  7, 
1992)  at  5.  Roy  Furmark  testified  that  he  saw  Casey  at  several 
social  functions  that  Shaheen  hosted,  including  Shaheen’s  annual 
Christmas  parties.  Furmark  Dep.  at  11,  16,  78. 

693.  Shaheen  Dep.  at  14;  see  Furmark  Dep.  at  16-17.  Shaheen 
was  instrumental  in  organizing  the  VOSS,  and  he  maintained  fre¬ 
quent  contact  with  its  members,  including  Casey.  Shaheen  Dep. 
at  119.  Roy  Furmark,  who  worked  for  Shaheen  from  1966-1976, 
testified  that  Shaheen  was  active  in  the  VOSS  and  regularly  at¬ 
tended  VOSS  functions.  Furmark  Dep.  at  17-18. 

694.  Furmark  Dep.  at  64.  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw,  who 
worked  closely  with  Shaheen  from  late  1970  until  his  death  in 

1985,  told  Senate  investigators  that  Shaheen  and  Casey  were  not 
involved  in  any  business  matters  together.  Interview  of  Maureen 
McPartland  Brokaw  and  Barry  Brokaw  by  Senate  investigators, 
May  11,  1992. 

695.  Furmark  Dep.  at  12-13.  At  the  time  of  this  trip,  Shaheen 
already  was  on  the  verge  of  losing  the  refinery.  Id.  at  14. 

6%.  Id.  at  15. 

697.  FBI  Interview  with  John  Shaheen,  Feb.  27,  1984. 

698.  Id.  Shaheen  was  introduced  to  Hashemi  by  a  former  Ira¬ 
nian  Ambassador  to  the  United  States.  It  was  this  ambassador 
who  had  told  Shaheen  about  Hashemi’s  foreign  oil  contacts.  Id. 

699.  Id  Toward  that  end,  Shaheen  had  several  lunch,  dinner, 
and  office  appointments  with  Hashemi.  Id. 

700.  Cook  Dep.  at  9,  12;  see  Alanna  Torres  Deposition,  (July 
30,  1992)  at  32-33  (hereinafter  “Torres  Dep.”);  Senate  Interview 
with  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw  and  Barry  Brokaw,  May  1 1 , 
1992  (Shaheen  and  Cyrus  involved  in  securing  financing  to  buy 
back  refinery).  It  is  uncertain  whether  Cyrus  Hashemi  himself  was 
a  potential  investor  in  Shaheen’s  bid  to  regain  the  refinery.  Roy 
Furmark,  who  put  together  the  original  financing  for  the  refinery, 
informed  the  Task  Force  that  he  has  no  knowledge  that  Cyrus 
lent  money  to  Shaheen  in  connection  with  the  refinery.  Furmark 
dep.  at  58.  Furmark  also  testified  that  Shaheen  never  told  him 
that  he  was  interested  in  seeking  financing  from  Cyrus  Hashemi 
to  purchase  the  refinery.  Id.  at  59. 

701.  Alanna  Torres,  who  worked  for  Cyrus  Hashemi  as  a  sec¬ 
retary  from  Jan.  1979  to  May  1982,  testified  that  Shaheen  was 
often  in  Hashemi’s  office,  and  that  the  two  men  had  contact  re¬ 
garding  the  Newfoundland  refinery.  Torres  Dep.  at  34-35.  Stan¬ 
ley  Pottinger  also  testified  that  Hashemi  and  Shaheen  had  contact 
in  1980  regarding  the  refinery.  Stanley  Pottinger  Deposition 
(Dec.  22,  1992)  at  16.  Telephone  records  from  Cyrus  Hashemi’s 
home  in  Wilton,  Connecticut  indicate  that  Hashemi  and  Shaheen 
were  in  contact  at  least  as  early  as  late  July  1980.  The  FBI’s  elec¬ 
tronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  detected  twenty-nine  con¬ 
versations  between  Shaheen  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  between  Sep¬ 
tember  1980  and  February  1981.  Letter  from  Terry  T.  O’Con¬ 
nor,  Inspector  in  Charge,  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation,  to  E. 
Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.,  Dec.  30,  1992.  See  App.  at  6-9. 

702.  William  Sherman  Interview  (Nov.  16,  1992)  at  2. 


703.  James  Khan  Dep.  at  8-10. 

704.  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw  Interview  (Nov.  6,  1992). 

705.  Id. 

706.  Cook  Dep.  at  13. 

707.  Interview  of  William  Sherman  (Nov.  16,  1992)  at  2. 

708.  Memorandum  for  the  Record  by  DCI  Stansfield  Turner, 
Dec.  28,  1979  (regarding  conversation  with  Charles  Kirbo,  an  ad¬ 
visor  to  President  Carter).  Shaheen’s  proposal  came  to  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  White  House  through  Leonard  Wrench,  a  mutual 
friend  of  Shaheen  and  Charles  Kirbo,  a  senior  advisor  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Carter.  Kirbo,  in  turn,  mentioned  Shaheen’s  proposal  to 
Carter,  who  asked  Kirbo  to  raise  the  matter  with  Turner.  Id.  Sha¬ 
heen  also  gained  access  to  the  Carter  White  House  through  his 
relationship  with  former  Attorney  General  Griffin  Bell,  who  re¬ 
portedly  expressed  support  for  Shaheen’s  proposal.  Memoran¬ 
dum  for  the  Record  by  Norbert  Garrett,  Chief,  Iran  Branch,  Near 
East/South  Asia  Division,  Directorate  of  Operations  (jan.  22, 
1980)  (regarding  meeting  with  Shaheen). 

709.  Id.  Memorandum  for  the  File  by  Norbert  Garrett,  Chief, 
Iran  Branh,  Near  East/South  Asia  Division,  Directorate  of  Oper¬ 
ations  (Jan.  5’  1980)  (regarding  telephone  contacts  with  Sha¬ 
heen).  Shaheen  had  become  aware  of  Oveissi  through  a  former 
Iranian  diplomat  who  had  sought  political  refuge  in  Canada, 
where  Shaheen  had  extensive  business  operations.  This  diplomat 
was  in  contact  with  Oveissi  through  Reza  Gholsorkhi,  a  top  aide 
to  Princess  Ashraf,  the  Shah’s  sister.  Gholsorkhi  and  Princess 
Ashraf  were  residing  in  New  York  at  the  time.  Memorandum  for 
the  Record  from  DCI  Stansfield  Turner,  Dec.  28,  1979. 

710.  Charles  Kirbo  raised  Shaheen’s  proposal  directly  with 
CIA  Director  Stansfield  Turner  at  a  meeting  with  Turner  on  Dec. 
28,  1979.  Memorandum  for  the  Record  by  Stansfield  Turner, 
Dec.  28,  1979. 

711.  Memorandum  for  the  File  by  Norbert  Garrett  (Jan.  5, 
1980). 

712.  Memorandum  for  the  File  by  Norbert  Garrett,  Jan.  5, 
1980.  During  a  subsequent  meeting  between  Shaheen  and  his 
CIA  liaison,  Shaheen  went  so  far  as  to  suggest  that  he  could  ar¬ 
range  for  a  charter  aircraft  to  exfiltrate  the  hostages  and  their 
rescuers  from  Iran  after  the  mission  was  completed.  Memoran¬ 
dum  for  the  Record  by  Norbert  Garrett,  Jan.  22,  1980. 

713.  Id. 

714.  Id. 

715.  “Routing  and  Record”  slip  containing  typed  comments 
from  Norbert  Garrett  (Apr.  29,  1980)  (apparently  directed  to 
DCI  Stansfield  Turner,  whose  initials  are  evident  on  the  slip). 

716.  Id. 

717.  The  Task  Force  also  found  evidence  that  Shaheen  was 
aware  of  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  efforts  to  assist  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion  in  resolving  the  hostage  crisis.  The  FBI’s  electronic  surveil¬ 
lance  of  Hashemi  revealed  that  on  October  23,  1980,  Shaheen 
telephoned  a  business  associate  by  the  name  of  Dick  Gaedecke  in 
Switzerland  from  Hashemi 's  office  telephone.  During  this  conver¬ 
sation,  Shaheen  informed  Gaedecke  that  he  was  with  “Dr.  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  people”  and  that  the  hostages  in  Iran  would  be  released  at 
“any  hour.”  Shaheen  also  told  Gaedecke  that  Hashemi  had  been 
working  since  5:00  a.m.  on  the  hostage  matter.  FBI  Electronic 
Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi.  There  are  no  references  in  this 
conversation,  however,  to  William  Casey  or  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign.  Nor  has  the  Task  Force  found  any  evidence  that  Shaheen 
told  Casey  about  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  hostage-related  activities  on 
behalf  of  the  Carter  Administration. 

718.  FBI  Interview  with  John  Shaheen  (Feb.  27,  1984)  (empha¬ 
sis  added). 

719.  The  facts  regarding  the  seizure  of  Early  American  hos¬ 
tages  in  Lebanon  do  not  resolve  this  ambiguity.  Frank  Regier,  the 
head  of  the  Electrical  Engineering  Department  at  AUB,  was 
seized  on  Feb.  10,  1984,  and  subsequently  freed  on  Apr.  15, 
1984.  Mark,  Lebanon:  U.S.  Hostages,  an  Oi>eruiew  and  Chronology ,  at  2 


(Congressional  Research  Service,  Apr.  7,  1992).  Thus,  it  is  possi¬ 
ble  that  Regier  was  being  held  captive  at  the  time  Shaheen  was 
interviewed  by  the  FBI. 

720.  FBI  Interview  with  John  Shaheen  (Feb.  27,  1984)  (empha¬ 
sis  added). 

721.  See  Section  XI,  infra. 

722.  Louis  F.  Stephens  Deposition  (Dec.  14,  1992)  at  6-7.  Ste¬ 
phens  was  also  the  Special  Agent  who  supervised  the  FBI’s  sur¬ 
veillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  1979-81  and  the  subsequent  inves¬ 
tigation  of  Hashemi  regarding  violations  of  U.S.  export  laws.  Id. 
at  4-5. 

723.  Id.  at  26.  Stephens  could  not  recall  whether  Shaheen  was 
more  specific  about  the  dates  on  which  he  mentioned  Hashemi  to 
Casey,  or  about  where  these  conversations  took  place.  Id. 

724.  Id.  at  16-17. 

725.  Id.  at  23-24.  Stephens  testified  that  he  asked  Shaheen 
“specifically,  did  you  call  or  make  an  appointment  to  go  see 
(Casey),  talk  to  him  about  the  Hashemi  matter.  He  said,  oh,  no,  it 
was  a  social  thing.  I  got  him  aside  and  we  talked  about  it.”  Id.  at 
24.  Shaheen  also  indicated  that,  between  his  first  initial  pre-inau¬ 
guration  mention  of  Hashemi  to  Casey  and  Oct.  1983,  he  had  a 
total  of  three  or  four  conversations  with  Casey  in  which  Hashe- 
mi’s  name  arose,  all  of  which  took  place  in  a  social  context.  Id.  at 
32. 

726.  Id.  at  15.  Similarly,  Shaheen  also  told  Stephens  that  he 
contacted  CIA  officials  regarding  Cyrus  Hashemi  during  the 
period  of  the  Iran  hostage  crisis.  Id.  at  13.  These  contacts,  too, 
were  at  Shaheen’s  initiative  and  were  not  prompted  in  any 
manner  by  Hashemi.  Id.  at  13-14,  16. 

727.  Id.  at  27,  34.  Stephens  explained  that  he  did  not  ask  Sha¬ 
heen  this  question  because  it  was  not  related  to  the  subject  of  the 
criminal  investigation  of  Hashemi.  Id. 

728.  Id.  at  33-34. 

729.  Id.  at  37. 

730.  Id.  at  38. 

731.  Shaheen  also  told  Hashemi  that  Casey  had  "been  my 
lawyer  for  two  year,"  and  that  Casey  is  familiar  with  Shaheen’s 
legal  problems.  Id. 

732.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi. 

733.  This  would  be  consistent  with  the  testimony  of  former 
FBI  agent  Louis  Stephens,  who  told  the  Task  Force  that  Shaheen 
recalled  mentioning  Hashemi  to  Casey  approximately  twice  prior 
to  the  inauguration.  See  discussion  above. 

734.  Stanley  Potlinger,  for  his  part,  testified  that  he  did  not 
recall  the  conversation  between  him  and  Shaheen  to  which  Sha¬ 
heen  referred  in  his  November  8,  1980,  telephone  conversation 
with  Hashemi.  Fottinger  Dep.  at  21-23.  He  also  testified  that  he 
had  no  recollection  of  discussing  the  Reagan  transition  team  with 
Cyrus  Hashemi.  Id.  at  26-27.  Potlinger  further  testified  that  he 
had  no  knowledge  that  Shaheen  ever  served  as  an  intermediary 
for  communications  between  Casey  and  Hashemi.  Id.  at  17-18. 

735.  As  stated  above,  however,  the  Task  Force  acknowledges 
that  the  conversation  is  subject  to  varying  interpretation,  and  that 
no  assessment  of  the  conversation’s  meaning  can  be  conclusive. 

736.  Letter  from  Terry  T.  O’Connor,  Inspector  in  Charge, 
Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.,  Dec. 
30,  1992.  See  App.  at  6-9.  Louis  Stephens  testified  that  if  he  had 
become  aware,  as  the  supervisor  of  the  criminal  investigation  of 
Hashemi,  of  any  taped  conversations  suggesting  that  Cyrus  Ha¬ 
shemi  was  in  contact  with  the  manager  of  Ronald  Reagan’s  presi¬ 
dential  campaign,  he  would  have  sent  a  teletype  to  FBI  headquar¬ 
ters  reporting  this  information.  Deposition  of  Louis  Stephens 
(Dec.  14,  1992)  at  41. 

737.  In  fact,  the  FBI’s  electronic  surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi 
did  not  detect  a  single  conversation  in  which  the  names  Mehdi 
Karrubi  or  Hassan  Karrubi  were  mentioned.  Letter  from  Terry  T. 
O’Connor  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.,  Dec.  30,  1992.  See  App.  at 
6-9. 

738.  Id. 


739.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Nov.  14, 
1980. 

740.  Id.  (emphasis  added). 

741.  Cyrus  Hashemi  may  have  been  posturing  with  Aryanpour 
in  reaction  to  recent  news  articles  that  Casey  was  under  consider¬ 
ation  for  a  major  position  in  the  incoming  Reagan  Administra¬ 
tion,  including  Secretary  of  Stale.  See  Smith,  Reagan  Seeks  to  Em¬ 
phasize  Role  of  Cabinet  Members  As  Advisers,  New  York  Times,  Nov. 
8,  1980,  at  1  (mentioning  Casey  as  a  candidate  for  Secretary  of 
State). 

742.  Aryanpour  Dep.  (Sept.  1,  1992)  at  130-32. 

743.  Id.  at  139-40. 

744.  Id.  at  138. 

745.  Id.  at  141. 

746.  Id.  at  134. 

747.  Id.  at  138. 

748.  According  to  the  FBI,  Ali  Agah  was  Iran’s  representative 
to  the  International  Monetary  Fund  while  the  Shah  was  in  power. 
He  later  allied  himself  with  the  clerical  faction  supporting  Ayatol¬ 
lah  Khomeini. 

749.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Nov.  20. 
1980  (emphasis  added).  The  remainder  of  the  conversation  is  not 
pertinent  and  has  been  omitted. 

750.  Id.  at  32-33.  See  Id  at  89. 

751.  Id.  at  89.  In  contrast,  Cyrus  did  tell  Moini-Eraghi  that  he 
had  good  contacts  in  the  Carter  Administration.  Id. 

752.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  (Jan.  21, 
1981). 

753.  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  (Jan.  21,  1981). 

754.  See  discussion  above. 

755.  Madani  Dep.  (Aug.  23,  1992)  at  98-100,  102.  Madani  also 
testified  that  Jamshid  told  him  that  Cyrus  and  Casey  were  close 
friends.  Id.  at  102. 

756.  Id.  at  102-103. 

757.  Id.  at  98-100. 

758.  Id.  at  104.  In  response  to  the  question  of  whether  Cyrus 
ever  indicated  to  Madani  that  he  met  personally  with  Casey, 
Madani  stated:  “I  don’t  recall  that,  but  I  remember  that  he  was 
telling  me  that  he  was  so  close,  so  close  friends  together,  and 
that  closeness  signifies  that  they  were  seeing  each  other  quite 
often."  Id. 

759.  Id.  at  104. 

760.  Id.  at  105. 

761.  Id. 

762.  Id.  Madani  also  testified  that  he  was  a  guest  one  night  at 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  home  in  London  in  the  fall  of  1980  (prior  to 
the  U.S.  Presidential  election)  when  Cyrus  discussed  how  the 
Reagan's  election  and  Casey’s  position  in  a  Reagan  Administra¬ 
tion  would  benefit  anti-Khomeini  opposition  movements.  Madani 
Dep.  at  106-107,  112.  According  to  Madani,  Stanley  Potlinger 
was  present  at  this  discussion  but  did  not  comment  in  response 
to  Cyrus’s  mention  of  Casey’s  name.  Id.  at  107,  112.  Stanley  Pot- 
tinger  testified  that  he  recalled  meeting  Madani  in  London  at 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  apartment  in  late  1980.  Potlinger  Dep.  at  28. 
Potlinger  recalled  the  event  differently,  testifying  that  he  had 
been  asked  to  join  Cyrus  at  his  apartment  for  a  meeting,  and  that 
Madani  was  leaving  the  apartment  as  Potlinger  was  arriving.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Pottinger,  he  and  Madani  chatted  for  no  more  than 
five  minutes  and  did  not  discuss  anything  substantive.  Id.  Pot¬ 
tinger  also  testified  that  he  was  not  present  during  any  discussion 
of  the  upcoming  U.S.  Presidential  election,  Casey,  or  the  conse¬ 
quences  of  a  Reagan  victory.  Id.  at  29-30. 

763.  Id.  at  105-106.  Moreover,  as  mentioned  above,  neither 
Cyrus  nor  Jamshid  Hashemi  ever  told  Madani  that  meetings  took 
place  in  Madrid  in  the  summer  of  1980  involving  Casey,  the  Ha¬ 
shemi  brothers,  and  the  Karrubi  brothers.  Id.  at  123. 

764.  Letter  from  Terry  T.  O’Connor  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella, 
Jr.,  Dec.  30,  1992.  See  App.  at  6-9. 
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765.  Id 

766.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  (Jan.  20, 
1981). 

767.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  (Feb.  9, 
1981)  (emphasis  added).  The  remainder  of  the  conversation  is 
not  pertinent.  After  additional  discussion,  it  is  agreed  that  Cyrus 
and  Reza  will  stop  by  Jamshid’s  place  of  business  on  their  way 
home  from  work. 

768.  Memorandum  for  the  Record  by  Lee  S.  Strickland,  Assist¬ 
ant  General  Counsel,  Central  Intelligence  Agency  (Feb.  7,  1984). 
See  App.  at  494-497. 

769.  Richardson  Dep.  at  10-11. 

770.  Id. 

771.  Id  at  1 1.  According  to  Lee  Strickland,  a  CIA  attorney  who 
attended  the  meeting,  the  purpose  of  Richardson’s  approach  was 


to  persuade  the  CIA  to  intervene  in  the  criminal  investigation  to 
obtain  more  favorable  treatment  for  Hashemi.  Deposition  of  Lee 
S.  Strickland  (Sept.  28,  1992)  at  1 1. 

772.  Id  at  11. 

773.  Id 

774.  Memorandum  for  the  Record  by  Lee  S.  Strickland  (Feb.  7, 
1984).  See  App.  at  494-497. 

775.  Id 

776.  Richardson  Deposition  (Dec.  21,  1992)  at  6-7,  10-11,  14. 

777.  William  Wachtel  Interview  (Oct.  22,  1992). 

778.  Maureen  McPartland  Brokaw  Interview  (Oct.  29,  1992). 

779.  Pottinger  Dep.  at  15. 

780.  Deposition  of  John  Rizzo  (Dec.  21,  1992). 

781.  Id 

782.  Deposition  of  Charles  Cogan  (Dec.  21,  1992). 


VIII.  Alleged  Attempts  To  Delay  the 
Release  of  the  American  Hostages 


H.  Res.  258,  Section  1(b):  “Any  at¬ 
tempt  or  proposal  to  attempt,  by  the 
1980  Reagan  Presidential  Campaign  or 
persons  representing  or  associated 
with  that  campaign,  to  delay  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  Americans  held  as  hos¬ 
tages  in  Iran  .  .  .” 

A.  The  Alleged  Meetings  in 
Paris 


As  indicated  in  Section  IV  of  this  report,  the 
most  significant  of  the  allegations  that  the  Task 
Force  investigated  were  those  suggesting  that 
representatives  of  the  Reagan  campaign  and 
the  governments  of  Israel  and  Iran  met  in  the 
fall  of  1980  in  an  effort  to  delay  the  release  of 
the  hostages  being  held  in  Iran.  It  was  at  these 
meetings,  alleged  to  have  taken  place  in  Paris 
in  October,  1980,  that  a  deal  to  delay  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages  is  said  to  have  been  con¬ 
summated.  The  basic  facts  of  the  Paris  allega¬ 
tions  follow: 

1.  The  Allegations 

According  to  the  allegations,  in  the  fall  of 
1980  Israel  was  pressing  the  Carter  administra¬ 
tion  for  permission  to  sell  arms  to  moderate 
factions  in  Iran  as  a  means  of  promoting  the 
eventual  release  of  the  hostages.1  Carter  re¬ 
mained  firm  that  no  arms  were  to  be  sold  to 
Iran  until  after  the  hostages  were  released. 
Israel,  convinced  that  Carter’s  position  was 
wrong,  decided  to  go  along  with  a  plan  pro¬ 
posed  by  Bill  Casey  in  Madrid:  upon  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages  to  the  incoming  Republi¬ 
can  administration,  an  arms  relationship  would 
be  started  with  Iran.  In  the  interim,  Casey 
would  “assist”  the  Iranians  in  their  efforts  to 


acquire  arms  from  other  countries  and/or  indi¬ 
viduals.2  Israel  would  be  the  supplier  of  choice. 
The  October  Paris  meeting  cemented  this  deci¬ 
sion. 

The  Paris  meetings  are  alleged  to  have  oc¬ 
curred  between  October  15  and  October  20, 
1980.  Representatives  from  Iran,  Israel,  and 
the  United  States  attended.  The  parties  met  on 
several  occassions  during  this  period.  It  has 
been  alleged  that  meetings  were  held  in  several 
hotels,  including  the  Hilton,  the  Ritz,  the  Wal- 
dorf-Florida,  the  Rapahel,  and  the  Crillon.  As 
discussed  below,  the  meeting  alleged  to  have 
been  attended  by  William  Casey  occurred  at 
one  of  two  locations:  the  Ritz  or  the  Raphael. 
Those  claiming  knowledge  of  this  meeting  tell 
a  varied  story  with  some  consistencies.  They 
allege  that  the  Paris  meetings  were  set  up  to 
iron  out  the  details  of  a  broad  agreement 
reached  in  Madrid,  under  which  the  hostages 
would  be  released  after  the  Republicans  took 
office  in  exchange  for  an  improvement  in  rela¬ 
tions  between  the  United  States  and  Iran,  the 
release  of  Iranian  assets,  and  a  more  lenient 
policy  on  the  sale  of  military  equipment  to 
Iran.  In  face-to-face  meetings,  representatives 
of  the  Republican  party  and  the  governments 
of  Iran  and  Israel  agreed  on  a  limited  proposal 
to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages  in  ex¬ 
change  for  Israeli  weapons  shipments  and  the 
unfreezing  of  Iranian  assets  by  the  United 
States.  Finally,  it  has  been  repeatedly  alleged 
by  different  sources  that  French  intelligence  of¬ 
ficers  monitored  the  arrival  and  departure  of 
participants  in  these  meetings  and  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  discussions.3 
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2.  Persons  Claiming  Personal 
Knowledge  of  the  Paris  Meetings 

In  this  section  of  the  report,  we  review  the 
testimony  and  other  evidence  provided  by  per¬ 
sons  claiming  first-hand  knowledge  of  the  al¬ 
leged  Paris  meetings. 

a.  Ari  Ben-Menashe 

Ari  Ben-Menashe  described  the  Paris  meet¬ 
ings  to  the  Task  Force  in  both  a  deposition  and 
an  interview.4 

Ben-Menashe  claims  to  have  been  included 
in  the  six-member  Israeli  delegation  chosen  to 
make  the  trip  to  Paris.5  According  to  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  the  delegation  also  included  David 
Kimche,  Shmuel  Moriah,  Uri  Simchoni,  Rafi 
Eitan,6  and  a  woman  from  Israeli  intelligence. 
The  delegation  arrived  in  Paris  on  October  14, 
1980.  They  stayed  at  several  hotels.  Messrs. 
Morieh  and  Kimche  stayed  at  the  Ritz,7  while 
the  other  four  members  stayed  at  the  Hilton.8 

The  Iranians  arrived  October  15,  1980  and 
stayed  at  the  Hotel  Montaigne.  There  were  a 
dozen  members  in  the  Iranian  delegation,  in¬ 
cluding,  among  others,  Mehdi  Karrubi,  Mehdi 
Kashani,  Dr.  Omshai,  and  Mr.  Fakrieh.9  During 
the  meetings  on  October  17,  1980,  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  claimed  that  Americans  Robert  Gates, 
George  Cave,  and  Robert  McFarlane  joined  the 
Israelis  and  Iranians  at  the  Hilton  Hotel.10  Ben- 
Menashe  claimed  that  these  meetings  were 
“just  to  discuss  details  about  arms.”  11 

Ben-Menashe  stated  that  on  the  fourth  day, 
October  18,  1980,  Bill  Casey  attended  and  met 
directly  with  Mehdi  Karrubi  at  the  Hotel  Mon¬ 
taigne.12  Casey  and  Karrubi  reviewed  the  sub¬ 
stance  of  the  Amsterdam  meeting. 13  According 
to  Ben-Menashe,  on  the  fifth  day,  October  19, 
1980,  a  closed-door  meeting  of  senior  offi¬ 
cials — the  “big  meeting” — was  held  in  a  large 
conference  room  at  the  Ritz  Hotel.14  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  stated  that,  as  a  “junior”  member  of  the 
delegation,  he  did  not  attend  the  “big  meet¬ 
ing”  but  remained  in  the  foyer.  Robert  Gates, 
Earl  Brian,15  Donald  Gregg,  Robert  McFarlane, 
and  “some  secret  service  types”  attended  this 
session.  Just  prior  to  the  meeting  Mehdi  Kar¬ 
rubi  arrived,  followed  shortly  by  George  Bush 
and  William  Casey  by  way  of  an  elevator  re¬ 
served  for  this  purpose.16  Karrubi,  his  aide, 
Bush,  and  Casey  were  the  senior  officials  who 


entered  the  conference  room,  and  held  a  short 
meeting,  and  left. 

Ben-Menashe’s  testimony  is  impeached  by 
documents  and  is  riddled  with  inconsistencies 
and  factual  mistatements  which  undermine  his 
credibility.  Based  on  the  documentary  evidence 
available,  the  Task  Force  has  determined  that 
Ben-Menashe’s  account  of  the  October  meet¬ 
ings,  like  his  other  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions,  is  a  total  fabrication. 

According  to  his  military  records,  Ben-Men¬ 
ashe  never  left  Israel  during  October,  1980. 
The  Task  Force  received  from  the  government 
of  Israel  personnel  records  with  Ben-Menashe’s 
contemporaneous  handwritten  answers  to  ques¬ 
tions  to  which  he  was  required  to  respond  for 
the  External  Relations  Department  when  travel¬ 
ing  abroad.  The  documents  show  that  he  did 
not  travel  outside  of  Israel  in  October  1980. 
The  Task  Force  also  found  that,  contrary  to 
Ben-Menashe’s  claims,  he  never  possessed  a 
diplomatic  passport.  Exit  stamps  on  his  civilian 
passport  also  indicate  that  he  never  left  Israel 
in  the  month  of  October,  1980.  Ben-Menashe’s 
records  show  that  he  took  personal  leave  with¬ 
out  pay  between  April  15  and  May  7,  1980,  and 
again  between  December  16,  1980  and  January 
3,  1981. 

Furthermore,  and  perhaps  most  compelling, 
Ben-Menashe  never  mentioned  any  knowledge 
of  the  October  Surprise  allegations  at  the  time 
of  his  arrest  17  or  during  any  of  the  numerous 
hours  of  interviews  conducted  by  federal  pros¬ 
ecutors  assigned  to  his  case.18  This  is  notewor¬ 
thy  because  possession  of  such  “damaging”  in¬ 
formation  would  certainly  have  helped  his 
cause.  The  Task  Force  can  find  no  credible  ex¬ 
planation  for  Ben-Menashe’s  failure  to  mention 
these  allegations  other  than  the  fact  that  he  had 
not  yet  created  his  involvement  in  the  October 
Surprise  scenario. 

In  addition  to  being  contradicted  by  his  own 
personal  records,  Ben-Menashe’s  attempt  to  fix 
a  date  for  the  meetings  resulted  in  a  major  fac¬ 
tual  mistake.  He  had  told  reporters  for  News¬ 
week  magazine  that  he  was  positive  he  had 
seen  George  Bush  at  the  Paris  meetings  on 
both  October  19  and  October  20,  1980,  be¬ 
cause  October  20  was  the  day  before  the  Jew  ish 
holiday,  “Sukkot.”  19  In  fact,  the  Jewish  calen¬ 
dar  for  1980  shows  that  Sukkot  fell  on  Septem¬ 
ber  25.  In  addition.  Secret  Service  records 
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show  that  George  Bush  was  in  Washington, 
D.C.  on  October  19  and  campaigning  on  Octo¬ 
ber  20,  1980.20 

According  to  Ben-Menashe,  neither  Cyrus 
nor  Jamshid  Hashemi  were  present  at  or  par¬ 
ticipated  in  the  Paris  meetings.  Ben-Menashe 
stated,  however,  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  wras  in 
Paris  during  this  period  and  tried  unsuccessful¬ 
ly  to  involve  himself  in  the  meetings.21  In  fact, 
infra  the  Task  Force  has  developed  conclusive 
evidence  from  the  FISA  surveillance  that  Cyrus 
Hashemi  was  not  in  Paris  during  the  period  of 
the  alleged  Paris  meetings.  David  Kimche, 
Shmuel  Moriah,  and  Rafi  Eitan  were  inter¬ 
viewed  by  the  Israeli  government  at  the  request 
of  the  Task  Force.  All  denied  having  traveled 
to  Paris  in  October,  1980  or  having  any  rela¬ 
tionship  with  Ben-Menashe.  Eitan,  Moriah,  and 
Kimche  said  they  had  never  met  or  heard  of 
Ben-Menashe,  and  had  heard  of  him  only  after 
he  started  making  his  allegations  in  1991.  Sim- 
choni  denied  Ben-Menashe’s  allegations  in  a 
sworn  interview'  with  the  Task  Force  on  No¬ 
vember  17,  1992.  Simchoni  said  he  did  not 
knowr  Ben-Menashe  and  was  not  in  Paris  in  Oc¬ 
tober  1980.  According  to  contemporaneous 
guest  records  examined  by  the  Task  Force, 
there  is  no  record  that  any  of  the  individuals 
mentioned  by  Ben-Menashe  stayed  at  the  Ritz 
Hotel  in  October,  1980,  as  Ben-Menashe  al¬ 
leged.22 

None  of  the  other  persons  claiming  first¬ 
hand  knowledge  of  the  October,  1980  meetings 
ever  indicated  that  Ben-Menashe  was  present  at 
any  time.  According  to  records  made  available 
to  the  Task  Force  by  several  journalists,  Ben- 
Menashe  began  making  October  Surprise  alle¬ 
gations  following  his  contact  with  several  jour¬ 
nalists  and  arms  dealers  who,  as  a  result  of 
their  contact  with  Richard  Brenneke,  had  them¬ 
selves  begun  to  claim  an  indirect  role  in  the 
October  Surprise  conspiracy. 

b.  Richard  J.  Brenneke 

The  Task  Force  has  determined  that  Richard 
Brenneke  served  as  the  key  source  for  several 
other  sources  on  the  October  Surprise  conspir¬ 
acy.  These  sources  received  their  information 
directly  from  Brenneke  or  from  journalists  who 
reported  these  allegations. 

Richard  Brenneke  claims  to  have  attended 
the  meetings  in  Paris  in  October  1980.  He  first 
made  these  allegations  formally  in  1988,  when 


he  testified  under  oath  as  a  character  witness  at 
the  sentencing  hearing  of  Heinrich  Rupp,  who 
had  been  convicted  of  bank  fraud  in  a  federal 
court  in  Colorado.23  Brenneke  testified  that 
Rupp,  a  pilot,  flew  George  Bush,  William 
Casey,  and  several  others  to  Paris  for  a  meeting 
with  Iranian  representatives.24  According  to 
Brenneke’s  testimony,  Donald  Gregg  and  Rich¬ 
ard  Allen  also  attended  these  meetings.25 

Following  a  brief  investigation,  the  U.S.  At¬ 
torney’s  Office  in  Denver  charged  Brenneke 
with  making  false  declarations  during  the  Rupp 
sentencing.26  In  May  1990,  Brenneke  was  tried 
and  acquitted  on  these  charges.27  During  his 
trial  Brenneke  testified  that,  in  addition  to 
Casey  and  Gregg,  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Bernard 
Veillot,  Robert  Benes,28  Madame  Robert,  and 
various  Iranian  represenatives  attended  the 
Paris  meetings.29  Brenneke  retracted  his  earlier 
testimony  that  he  had  seen  Bush  and  Allen  at 
the  meeting.30  Brenneke  also  testified  that  he 
was  present  at  the  Paris  meetings  to  handle  the 
financial  transactions  involved.31 

Brenneke  repeated  these  allegations  when 
interviewed  by  GAO  investigators  conducting  a 
preliminary  investigation  of  his  claims.  He  said 
that  he  arranged  and  participated  in  a  meeting 
in  Paris  in  October  1980  attended  by,  among 
others,  William  Casey,  Donald  Gregg,  George 
Cave,  Manuchar  Ghorbanifar,  Cyrus  Hashemi, 
and  a  representative  of  Adnon  Khashoggi.32  In 
contrast  to  his  testimony  at  his  trial  that  he  was 
present  to  conduct  the  financial  transactions, 
Brenneke  told  GAO  that  he  made  arrange¬ 
ments  for  refreshments  and  chairs  for  the 
meeting  which  was  attended  by  about  twenty 
(20)  persons  who  came  and  went  during  the 
course  of  the  meeting  which  lasted  about  four 
(4)  or  five  (5)  hours.33  Brenneke  again  denied 
his  earlier  testimony  that  he  had  any  direct 
knowledge  of  George  Bush’s  presence  in 
Paris.34 

The  GAO  reviewed  documentary  evidence 
which  Brenneke  claimed  would  support  his  al¬ 
legations.35  The  GAO  also  interviewed  numer¬ 
ous  witnesses,  including  some  Brenneke 
claimed  would  support  his  allegations.36  In  No¬ 
vember  1991,  GAO  reported  that  it  was  unable 
to  find  any  evidence  that  corroborated  Bren¬ 
neke’s  allegations.37,  38 

The  Task  Force  subpoenaed  Brenneke  for 
his  testimony.  Following  lengthy  efforts  to 


evade  Task  Force  efforts  to  depose  him,  Bren- 
neke,  through  counsel,  informed  the  Task 
Force  that  he  would  invoke  the  Fifth  Amend¬ 
ment  and  refuse  to  testify.  Because  there  is 
overwhelming  evidence  that  the  Paris  meetings 
did  not  occur  and  that  Brenneke  fabricated  his 
involvement  in  those  meetings,  and  because 
Brenneke  was  already  on  record  with  his  story 
on  a  number  of  occasions,  the  Task  Force  did 
not  consider  it  appropriate  to  grant  him  immu¬ 
nity  and  did  not  further  pursue  his  testimony. 

Brenneke’s  testimony  that  he  was  in  Paris  is 
false.  Based  primarily  on  a  review  of  Bren¬ 
neke’s  own  personal  documents,  the  Task 
Force  has  concluded  that  he  was  not  in  Paris 
during  mid-October  1980,  as  he  told  federal  in¬ 
vestigators  and  testified  under  oath  in  two  fed¬ 
eral  courts.  The  Task  Force  obtained  Bren¬ 
neke’s  documents  from  Peggy  Robohm,  an  in¬ 
dependent  researcher  and  former  associate  of 
Brenneke.  Robohm  met  Brenneke  in  early  1991 
and  agreed  to  collaborate  with  him  to  write  a 
book  about  the  alleged  October  Surprise.  Bren¬ 
neke  moved  approximately  70  boxes  of  files 
and  other  assorted  belongings  from  his  home 
in  Portland,  Oregon  to  Robohm’s  home  in 
Madison,  Connecticut. 

Peggy  Robohm  told  the  Task  Force  that,  in 
the  course  of  reviewing  Brenneke’s  files,  she 
discovered  various  records  indicating  that  some 
of  his  allegations  were  false.  When  she  con¬ 
fronted  him  about  the  discrepancies,  Brenneke 
responded  by  saying,  t4I  don’t  give  a  damn.” 
Their  relationship  ended  at  that  point  and 
Brenneke  never  sought  to  recover  his  files.39 
The  Task  Force  obtained  the  materials  from 
Robohm  by  subpoena  in  order  to  conduct  its 
investigation. 

A  review  of  these  documents  revealed  that 
Brenneke’s  signed  credit  card  receipts  and  a 
hotel  bill  clearly  show  that  he  was  in  the  Pacific 
Northwest  for  the  entire  month  of  October. 
These  records  further  reflect  that  on  October 
19  and  20,  the  dates  on  which  he  claims  to 
have  attended  meetings  in  Paris,  Brenneke  was 
in  Seattle,  Tumwater,  and  Portland.40  Addition¬ 
ally,  the  credit  card  receipts  show  that  Bren¬ 
neke  checked  into  the  Century  House  Motor 
Hotel  on  October  16  or  17  and  checked  out  on 
October  19.  On  October  19  he  washed  his  car 
at  a  Chevron  station  in  Seattle,  ate  a  meal  at 
Mazzi’s  restaurant  in  Portland,  and  made  a 
$13.00  purchase  at  the  Vance  Tyee  Motor  Inn 


in  Tumwater.  On  October  21,  he  made  a  pur¬ 
chase  at  the  Wash  and  Wax  in  Portland.41 

The  Task  Force  determined  that  the  receipts 
and  Brenneke  signatures  are  genuine.  The  re¬ 
ceipts  were  found  in  Brenneke’s  belongings. 
There  was  no  indication  that  he  had  protested 
the  bills,  and  credit  card  records  reflect  that  all 
charges  were  paid  for  by  Brenneke.  The  Task 
Force  submitted  five  credit  card  receipts  for 
October  19  and  20  to  the  FBI  Questioned  Doc¬ 
uments  Section  for  analysis.  The  receipts  were 
compared  to  twenty  samples  of  Brenneke’s  sig¬ 
natures  found  on  hundreds  of  personal  checks 
written  over  a  fifteen-year  period  and  an  FBI 
criminal  arrest  booking  card  signed  by  Bren¬ 
neke  in  1989.  Although  Brenneke  signed  his 
name  on  these  documents  two  different  ways 
(“Richard  J.  Brenneke”  and  “R.  J.  Brenneke,”), 
FBI  handwriting  analysts  determined  that  Bren¬ 
neke’s  signature  on  one  of  the  receipts  for  Oc¬ 
tober  19,  was  genuine,  that  there  was  a  strong 
likelihood  that  the  other  credit  card  receipts 
also  were  signed  by  him,  and  that  it  was  unlike¬ 
ly  the  receipts  were  signed  by  another  person.42 

Brenneke’s  1980  daily  calendar  also  indicates 
that  he  was  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  when  he 
claimed  to  have  been  in  Paris.  The  diary  con¬ 
tains  entries  suggesting  that  Brenneke  attended 
a  karate  tournament  in  Seattle  at  that  time.43 
Brenneke’s  calendar  indicates  that  he  did  not 
leave  the  Pacific  Northwest  for  all  of  1980. 44 
The  Task  Force,  based  on  this  evidence,  con¬ 
cludes  that  Brenneke  was  not  in  Paris  as  he  al¬ 
leged. 

It  also  appears  that  Brenneke  solicited  cor¬ 
roboration  for  his  story  from  other  individuals. 
Brenneke’s  belongings  include  a  cassette  tape 
recording  of  telephone  calls  marked  “10/88”. 
In  one  of  the  taped  calls,  Brenneke  spoke  to 
Robert  Benes,  whom  Brenneke  had  alleged 
also  attended  the  Paris  meetings.  In  the  call, 
Brenneke  told  Benes  that  Heinrich  Rupp  was  in 
jail  in  the  U.S.  because  the  judge  did  not  be¬ 
lieve  that  Rupp  had  transported  Casey  and 
Bush  to  Paris  for  meetings.  Brenneke  then  told 
Benes  that  he  was  trying  to  help  Rupp,  and  he 
asked  Benes  if  he  knew  anything  about  any 
meetings  in  Paris.  Benes  replied  on  the  tape 
that  he  had  no  information,  but  would  ask 
some  questions.45  Benes  never  indicated  in  the 
course  of  the  conversation  that  he  had  been 
present  at  any  such  meetings. 
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On  October  9,  1988  a  Washington  Post  article 
quoted  Benes  as  saying  that  the  allegation  that 
he  had  witnessed  a  meeting  between  George 
Bush  and  Iranians  was  “completely  false  and  a 
joke”  and  that  he  was  bedridden  following 
heart  surgery  during  October  1980. 46  In  a 
taped  conversation  on  October  13,  Brenneke 
told  Benes  that  he  knows  journalists  will  pay 
Benes  for  his  story  that  he  met  with  Bush  and 
Casey  in  Paris  during  1980.  Brenneke  told 
Benes  he  knows  nothing  about  the  meetings  or 
why  journalists  think  Benes  has  knowledge  of 
them  when,  it  was  Brenneke  who  testified  at 
Rupp’s  sentencing  that  he  and  Benes  were 
present.  Brenneke  told  Benes  he  would  send 
him  newspaper  information  regarding  the  alle¬ 
gations  and  said,  “[Y]ou  can  tell  me  if  this  cor¬ 
rect.  I  don’t  know  if  it  is  correct  or  not  .  .  . 
People  say  that  you  were  a  friend  of  Mr.  Casey, 
you  know  about  these  things  .  .  .  that  is  why 
they  talk  with  you  because  of,  also,  Mr.  Casey 
and  maybe  Mr.  Bush  and  so  forth,  maybe  you 
talked  with  them — maybe  not.  Do  you  under¬ 
stand?”  47  Based  on  its  review  of  these  conver¬ 
sations,  the  Task  Force  believes  that  Brenneke 
was  aware  that  Benes  was  never  present  at  any 
Paris  meeting  and  was  attempting  to  induce 
Benes  to  lie  with  promises  of  financial  gain. 

The  Task  Force  also  believes  that  Brenneke 
played  a  central  role  in  falsely  propagating  the 
October  Surprise  allegations  for  financial  and 
personal  reasons.48  Brenneke  applied  for  em¬ 
ployment  with  the  CIA  in  the  1960’s  and  was 
never  hired.49  Since  that  time,  he  has  attempted 
to  involve  himself  in  intelligence-like  activities 
and  has  repeatedly  proclaimed  himself  to  be  a 
CIA  operative.50  For  example,  Brenneke  found¬ 
ed  a  small  charter  airline  company  which  he 
named,  Air  America,  the  same  name  as  a 
former  CIA  proprietary  airline.51  His  erratic 
employment  history  includes  real  estate  sales 
and  management  and  an  unsuccessful  overseas 
loan  business,  but  no  work  for  the  CIA.52 

Beginning  in  1983,  Brenneke  attempted  to 
enter  into  the  arms  business  by  associating 
himself  with  individuals  attempting  to  sell  a 
Soviet  tank  recovered  by  the  Iranians  to  the 
U.S.  government.53  At  one  point  during  that 
time  period  when  Brenneke  was  returning  to 
the  United  States  from  abroad,  Customs  offi¬ 
cials  at  the  airport  confiscated  documents  in  his 
possession  which  appeared  to  be  evidence  of  il¬ 
legal  arms  sales  to  Iran.54  Rather  than  become 


the  subject  of  a  Customs  investigation  based  on 
that  evidence,  Brenneke  offered  to  assist  them 
by  providing  information.55  In  that  time  period, 
Brenneke  falsely  portrayed  himself  as  a  central 
player  in  dealings  between  the  United  States 
and  Iran.56  Beginning  in  1986,  Brenneke  pro¬ 
claimed  to  the  media  to  have  knowledge  of  an 
illegal  arms  deal  with  Iran  related  to  “Iran- 
Contra”  and  found  the  media  to  be  receptive 
to  his  tales.57 

In  1988,  Brenneke  parlayed  his  role  as  a 
media  conduit  of  allegedly  secret  information 
into  a  job  with  the  International  Center  for  De¬ 
velopment  Policy  (ICDP)  a  private  research 
center  in  Washington,  D.C.  Brenneke  was  hired 
to  investigate  and  disclose  George  Bush’s  role 
in  ‘‘drug  trafficking  and  illegal  arms  shipments 
in  support  of  the  contras.”  58  By  the  end  of 
July,  ICDP  had  told  Brenneke  that  he  would  be 
fired  for  his  failure  to  produce  the  promised  in¬ 
formation.59 

Around  that  time,  Brenneke  met  researcher 
Barbara  Honegger  in  what  she  testified  to  be  a 
chance  meeting  at  the  ICDP  offices.60  Honeg¬ 
ger  recognized  Brenneke’s  name  as  a  person 
reported  to  have  special  knowledge  of  the  Iran- 
Contra  affair.61  Honegger  told  Brenneke  what 
she  had  learned  in  the  course  of  her  own  re¬ 
search  on  the  alleged  October  Surprise  deal 
and  asked  him  if  he  could  verify  her  informa¬ 
tion.62  Brenneke  falsely  verified  some  of  her  in¬ 
formation  and  told  her  that  he  had  been 
present  at  a  Paris  meeting  with  Iranians.63  He 
also  told  Honegger  that  Casey  had  been 
present  on  the  day  before  at  another  meeting 
with  Iranian  representatives.64  Because  this  was 
the  first  time  the  allegation  had  been  made  that 
Casey  participated  in  the  meetings,  it  was  a  sig¬ 
nificant  breakthrough  for  Honegger.65  The 
meeting  with  Brenneke  also  proved  significant 
to  Honegger’s  efforts  because  Brenneke  ap¬ 
peared  to  be  an  actual  participant  in  at  least 
one  Paris  meeting  and  had  confirmed  that  they 
had  occurred.66,  67 

Thus,  faced  with  being  discharged  from 
IDCP,  Brenneke  for  the  first  time  indicated  he 
had  knowledge  of  an  October  Surprise  deal, 
despite  the  fact  that  he  had  sought  employment 
and  media  attention  on  the  basis  of  his  alleged 
access  to  classified  information  and  had  previ¬ 
ously  offered  allegedly  sensitive  information  to 
several  government  agencies.68  Furthermore, 
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Brcnneke  had  not  come  forward  with  his  “in¬ 
formation*'  when  Honegger  first  published  an 
article  about  her  theories  in  June  1987. 69  Short¬ 
ly  after  Honegger  reported  Brenneke’s  claims, 
he  attempted  to  use  his  new  role  as  an  October 
Surprise  source  to  convince  ICDP  to  continue 
his  employment.70 

Following  his  initial  discussions  with  Honeg¬ 
ger,  Brenneke  met  with  journalist  Martin  Kilian 
of  the  German  weekly,  Der  Spiegel  and  advised 
Kilian  of  his  involvement  in  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  scenario.71  Shortly  thereafter,  in  Septem¬ 
ber  1988  Kilian  interviewed  Oswald  LeWinter 
who  apparently  confirmed  to  Kilian  that  Bren¬ 
neke  was  present  at  the  alleged  Paris  meet¬ 
ings.72  Once  Brenneke  and  LeWinter  had  estab¬ 
lished  Brenneke  as  a  participant  at  the  Paris 
meetings,  Brenneke’s  records  indicate  that  he 
engaged  in  substantial  contacts  with  an  array  of 
other  journalists  to  perpetuate  the  story.  It  was 
through  these  contacts  that  Brenneke  came  to 
testify  at  Rupp's  sentencing.73 

In  addition  to  his  efforts  to  solicit  fabrica¬ 
tions  from  Benes,  Brenneke's  telephone 
records  indicate  that  he  had  frequent  contact 
with  others  alleged  to  have  knowledge  of  these 
allegations,  including  William  Northrop  and 
Nicolas  Ignatiew.  In  addition,  Brenneke  has 
also  been  associated  with  Ari  Ben-Menashe, 
and  Bernard  Veillot.74  The  Task  Force  believes 
that  Brenneke’s  fabrications,  his  efforts  to  per¬ 
suade  others  to  make  similar  fabrications,  and 
the  “piggy-back’’  allegations  of  others,  such  as 
Oswald  LeWinter,  further  perpetuated  an  oth¬ 
erwise  poorly  supported  story  for  a  number  of 
interested  journalists  and  researchers.  Most  re¬ 
searchers  ultimately  came  to  disbelieve  Bren¬ 
neke.  However,  the  chronology  of  events  sug¬ 
gests  that,  absent  Brenneke’s  claims  that  he  was 
a  participant  in  the  Paris  meetings  and  had 
knowledge  of  William  Casey’s  attendance, 
those  particular  allegations  might  not  have 
become  the  centerpiece  of  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  lore. 

Evidence  of  Brenneke’s  role  in  fabricating 
and  perpetuating  the  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions,  in  addition  to  his  calendars,  credit  card 
receipts,  taped  telephone  conversations  and 
other  personal  records,  coupled  with  the  testi¬ 
mony  of  others,  led  the  Task  Force  to  the  con¬ 
clude  that  Brenneke  is  not  truthful  and  that  no 
additional  useful  evidence  would  be  obtained 
by  actively  pursuing  his  testimony  or  granting 


him  immunity.  Our  decision  in  this  regard  was 
made  simple,  of  course,  by  virtue  of  the  fact 
that  we  had  access  to  previous  testimony  under 
oath  by  Brenneke.75 

c.  Heinrich  Rupp 

Heinrich  Rupp  is  a  Swiss-born  pilot  who  is 
alleged  to  have  flown  William  Casey  and  others 
to  Paris  for  meetings  with  Iranian  representa¬ 
tives  in  October  1980.  The  first  public  disclo¬ 
sure  of  Rupp’s  knowledge  of  alleged  Paris 
meetings  came  a*  a  1988  hearing  at  which  he 
was  sentenced  for  bank  fraud.76  During  the  sen¬ 
tencing  hearing,  Richard  Brenneke  testified 
that  Rupp  flew  Casey,  George  Bush  and  several 
others  from  the  United  States  to  Paris  for  a 
meeting  with  Iranian  representatives.71  Rupp 
himself  made  his  first  public  statement  about 
these  allegations  a  few  days  later  on  a  televi¬ 
sion  show  in  Denver.78,  79 

The  Task  Force  believes  that  much  of  Rupp’s 
story  was  fabricated  by  or  in  connection  with 
Richard  Brenneke.  Both  allege  a  long-term 
friendship  based  on  prior  work  for  the  CIA.80 
Neither  ever  worked  for  the  CIA. 

Rupp’s  and  Brenneke’s  version  of  Rupp’s 
story  are  both  riddled  with  inconsistencies, 
such  as  whether  one  or  two  planes  made  the 
trip  to  Paris,  and  whether  George  Bush  flew  to 
Paris  or  not.81  The  Task  Force  focused  on 
those  allegations  which  originate  from  Rupp, 
rather  than  those  that  Brenneke  and  others  at¬ 
tribute  to  Rupp.  Rupp  and  his  counsel  intially 
refused  to  allow  Rupp  to  be  deposed.  The 
Task  Force  ultimately  deposed  Rupp  under 
oath  on  October  8,  1992. 82 

Rupp  testified  that  he  was  recruited  to  work 
for  U.S.  intelligence  by  William  Casey  in 
1957. 83  Rupp  however  testified  that  he  did  not 
learn  English  until  after  he  came  to  the  United 
States  in  I960.84  The  Task  Force  finds  this  ac¬ 
count  implausible  since  at  the  time  Casey  alleg¬ 
edly  recruited  Rupp  in  1957,  Casey  spoke  only 
English,  was  a  partner  in  a  New  York  law  firm, 
was  a  member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of 
Capital  Cities  Broadcasting  Corporation,  and 
was  not  serving  in  the  United  States  intelli¬ 
gence  community.85 

Rupp  initially  testified  that  he  flew  Casey  on 
one  flight  to  Paris  during  1980,  and  that  he 
knew  at  the  time  that  Casey  was  the  campaign 
manager  for  the  “new  President.’’  86  Rupp  testi- 
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fied  that  he  did  not  see  the  passengers  inside 
the  airplane,  but  saw  Casey  as  he  dashed  from 
the  plane  to  a  limousine  in  the  rain.87 

Later  in  his  deposition  Rupp  was  asked  if  he 
had  any  doubt  in  his  mind  that  the  man  he  saw 
was  William  Casey.  Rupp  stated,  “Now  I  have 
doubts  ...  I  don’t  know  what  the  hell  went 
on.”  88  During  the  deposition,  Rupp  contradict¬ 
ed  his  earlier  statements  to  the  media,  testify¬ 
ing  that  he  did  not  fly  George  Bush  to  Paris, 
but  believed  he  saw  him,  or  someone  who 
looked  like  him,  coming  out  of  another  air¬ 
plane  at  the  airport  in  Paris.89 

Rupp  could  provide  little  detailed  informa¬ 
tion  concerning  the  date  of  the  flight.  He  could 
recall  only  that  it  was  cold  in  Europe,  which  led 
him  to  believe  that  the  flight  occurred  late  in 
the  year.90  According  to  Rupp,  the  flight  was 
non-stop  from  Washington  National  to  LeBour- 
get  airport  in  Paris.91 

Rupp  no  longer  possesses  his  passport  for 
the  period  including  1980.  During  his  deposi¬ 
tion,  he  was  shown  a  photocopy  of  a  passport 
in  his  name,  which  had  been  discovered  among 
Richard  Brenneke’s  belongings.  Rupp  stated 
that  he  believed  the  photocopy  to  be  an  accu¬ 
rate  copy  of  his  passport.92  The  passport  shows 
no  markings  indicating  an  entry  into  Paris 
during  1980. 93 

Rupp  no  longer  has  his  log  book  or  other 
flight  records  that  might  corroborate  his  allega¬ 
tions.94  The  Task  Force  obtained  a  copy  of  a 
document  of  unknown  origin  which  purports  to 
be  a  recreation  of  Rupp’s  “Aircraft  Logs  from 
16  June  1980  through  March  1981.”  95  The 
document  lists  only  one  flight  logged  by  Rupp, 
in  October  1980  to  Burbank,  California.96  A 
telex  dated  October  14,  1980  was  provided  to 
the  Task  Force  by  Rupp’s  attorney  to  corrobo¬ 
rate  Rupp’s  story  of  his  flight  to  Paris.  It  does 
not.  The  telex  shows  only  that  Rupp  was 
scheduled  to  pick  up  a  flight  plan  for  a  possible 
flight  from  the  United  States  to  Japan,  via 
Alaska,  for  O  &  A  International.97 

According  to  Barbara  Honegger,  Rupp’s  at¬ 
torney,  Michael  Scott  had  claimed  at  one  point 
that  a  man  named  Alto  was  Rupp’s  co-pilot  on 
the  flight  to  Paris.98  Task  Force  investigators 
spoke  wfith  Joseph  Alto,  one  of  the  owners  of  O 
&  A  International,  a  charter  airline  company 
which  employed  Rupp  in  late  1980  and  early 
1981. 99  Alto  told  the  Task  Force  that  Rupp  and 
he  did  make  a  flight  for  O  &  A  to  Paris  from 


Washington,  with  a  probable  stop  in  New¬ 
foundland.  Alto  stated  however,  that  the  trip 
was  made  in  January,  1981,  not  October, 
1980. 100  Rupp’s  flight  logs  101  also  verify  that 
Rupp  flewT  a  plane  from  Burbank,  to  Las  Vegas, 
to  Washington  National,  and  then  to  Paris  in 
1981.  Interestingly,  this  trip  was  made  in  the 
same  type  of  plane  in  which  Rupp  testified  he 
flew  Casey  to  Paris,  a  BAC-111.102  During  his 
interview,  Alto  also  told  Task  Force  investiga¬ 
tors  that  he  and  a  co-pilot  accompanied  Rupp 
on  this  trip  and  that  there  were  no  passengers. 
During  his  deposition,  in  conflict  with  the  prior 
statement  of  his  counsel  to  the  Task  Force, 
Rupp  denied  that  Alto  was  his  co-pilot  on  the 
trip.103 

The  Task  Force  sought  to  verify  Rupp’s  alle¬ 
gations  through  information  from  the  Federal 
Aviation  Administration  and  its  counterparts 
abroad,  but  was  unable  to  do  so.  In  addition  to 
the  absence  of  corroborative  evidence,  certain 
aspects  of  Rupp’s  background  led  the  Task 
Force  to  conclude  that  he  is  not  a  credible  wit¬ 
ness.  For  example,  in  addition  to  his  1988  con¬ 
viction  for  bank  fraud,  Rupp  has  been  the  sub¬ 
ject  of  other  government  investigations  for  a 
range  of  suspected  illegal  activities  including 
espionage,  illegal  export  of  weapons,  the  fraud¬ 
ulent  sale  of  gold,  and  false  claims  to  a  govern¬ 
mental  agency.104  Rupp  has  also  proven  to  be 
untruthful  about  other,  related  matters.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  he  claims  long  employment  by  the  CIA 
and  has  implied  that  the  trip  to  Paris  somehow 
grew  out  of  that  employment.  But  the  CIA 
denies  ever  employing  Rupp.  The  Task  Force 
reviewed  CIA  files  and  found  that  his  employ¬ 
ment  claim  was  not  supported  either  by  agency 
records  or  witnesses.  Rupp  has  identified  Ray 
S.  Cline,  a  former  high-ranking  CIA  official  and 
current  lecturer  at  Georgetown  University,  as 
someone  from  the  CIA  who  could  verify  his 
employment  with  the  CIA.105  When  questioned 
by  the  FBI,  Cline  denied  that  he  had  any 
knowledge  of  Rupp’s  alleged  activities.106  The 
CIA  did  at  one  time  consider  employing  Rupp 
but  a  limited  background  check  raised  concerns 
and  he  was  not  hired.107 

Other  facts  demonstrate  that  Rupp  is  not  a 
credible  witness.  Following  his  sentencing  for 
bank  fraud,  the  court  ordered  a  psychiatric 
evaluation.108  In  1991  FBI  agents  interviewed 
Rupp  as  part  of  an  investigation  of  certain 


“false  claims”  made  to  United  States  govern¬ 
ment  agencies  and  concluded  that  he  was  men¬ 
tally  unstable.109  f  or  all  of  the  above  reasons, 
the  Task  Force  considers  Rupp  not  a  credible 
witness. 

d.  Gunther  Russbacher 

One  of  the  most  persistent  and  least  credible 
interlocutors  in  the  October  Surprise  story  is 
Gunther  Karl  Russbacher.  Russbacher  has  gen¬ 
erated  a  letter-writing  campaign  to  support  his 
story.  Early  in  the  Task  Force’s  investigation, 
dozens  of  individuals  from  around  the  country 
called  or  wrote  to  warn  that  Russbacher  was  at 
risk  of  being  murdered  in  his  Missouri  prison 
by  people  seeking  to  prevent  him  from  telling 
his  story.  Russbacher’s  leading  advocate  was  an 
unlicensed  law  school  graduate,  Paul  Wilcher. 

Russbacher  claimed  to  piloted  a  Saudi  gov¬ 
ernment  BAC-1 1 1  jet  which  flew  George  Bush, 
William  Casey,  Donald  Gregg,  Robert  Gates, 
Robert  McFarlane,  Richard  Allen,  Jennifer  Fitz¬ 
gerald,  and  secret  service  agents  to  Paris  on  the 
weekend  of  October  19,  1980. 

According  to  Russbacher,  the  gist  of  the 
agreement  reached  in  Paris  was  a  promise  by 
the  Iranians  to  hold  American  hostages  captive 
until  after  the  election  in  exchange  for  $40  mil¬ 
lion  in  cash  and  the  promise  of  $5  billion  in 
arms  sales  through  Israel.  Russbacher  said  that 
he  flew  George  Bush  back  from  Paris  to  the 
United  States  in  an  SR-71  Blackbird  spy  plane 
in  one  hour  and  fifteen  minutes.  Russbacher 
has  made  other  claims,  all  based  on  the  above 
unlikely  premise. 

Former  presidential  candidate  Ross  Perot 
was  among  the  many  people  Russbacher 
sought  out  with  his  tale.  Perot  concluded  that 
the  story  could  be  quickly  investigated  by  de¬ 
termining  whether  Russbacher  knew  anything 
about  the  actual  operation  of  an  SR-71  Black¬ 
bird.  When  he  told  Russbacher  that  he  was  dis¬ 
patching  his  attorney  along  with  a  pilot  familiar 
with  the  operation  of  the  SR-71,  Russbacher 
suddenly  became  ill  and  was  unable  to  meet 
with  Perot’s  emissaries.  Perot’s  attorney  later 
met  with  Russbacher  alone,  asked  him  the 
questions  the  pilot  had  instructed  him  to  ask, 
and  received  answers  which  indicated  that 
Russbacher  knew  virtually  nothing  about  the 
operation  of  the  SR-71.  Perot  and  his  staff  con¬ 
firmed  this  to  the  Task  Force.110 


The  Task  Force  scheduled  an  interview  with 
Russbacher  during  the  spring  of  1992.  On  the 
day  before  investigators  were  to  travel  to  Mis¬ 
souri,  the  Task  Force  received  a  letter  from 
Russbacher  prepared  by  Paul  Wilcher  making 
numerous  demands,  including  complete  immu¬ 
nity  for  Russbacher  and  others  as  well  as  de¬ 
mands  for  detailed  security  arrangements. 

The  Task  Force’s  found  that  Russbacher 
lacked  credibility.  Through  his  “counsel,” 
Wilcher,  Russbacher  at  one  point  promised  to 
deliver  to  both  House  and  Senate  investigators 
a  videotape  taken  during  the  alleged  flight  of 
the  SR-71  from  Paris  to  the  United  States 
which  showed  Russbacher  and  Bush  on  board. 
He  demanded  immunity  in  advance,  but  was 
told  that  the  videotape  would  have  to  be  pro¬ 
duced  before  immunity  would  be  considered. 
Wilcher  failed  to  deliver  the  videotape,  after 
agreeing  to  do  so  at  a  predetermined  time  and 
place. 111 

Russbacher’s  credibility  is  also  undermined 
by  a  thirty-year  criminal  record  which  includes 
convictions  for  impersonating  law  enforcement 
officers,  military  personnel,  and  federal  offi¬ 
cials.112  There  are  also  a  number  of  psychiatric 
adjudications  in  his  background.  Simply  put, 
Russbacher’s  story  runs  the  spectrum  from  fab¬ 
rication  to  delusion. 

e.  Oswald  LeWinter 

Oswald  LeWinter’s  story  is  a  veritable  text¬ 
book  on  how  the  conspiracy  allegations  that 
constitute  the  October  Surprise  story  were  ini¬ 
tiated  and  evolved.  LeWinter  had  at  one  point 
alleged  that  he  was  instructed  by  intelligence 
authorities  to  go  to  Paris  on  the  weekend  of 
October  18-19,  1980,  to  assist  with  security  for 
meetings  that  were  to  take  place  at  the  Hotel 
Raphael  and  Hotel  Waldorf  Florida,  and  to  act 
as  part  of  the  “cleanup  team”  113  He  stated  that 
William  Casey  was  a  participant  in  meetings 
with  Israelies  and  Iranians,  in  which  arms  trans¬ 
fers  related  to  the  American  hostages  were  dis¬ 
cussed.  LeWinter  said  he  could  not  be  certain 
that  the  purpose  of  the  meetings  was  to  delay 
the  release  of  the  hostages.  LeWinter  also 
claimed  that  he  had  significant  experience  with 
U.S.  and  Israeli  intelligence  agencies  and  was 
attached  to  a  U.S.  military  intelligence  unit  in 
West  Germany  at  the  time  he  went  to  Paris  in 
October,  1980. 
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LeW inter,  who  at  the  time  identified  himself 
as  “Mr.  Racine”,  was  interviewed  by  a  number 
of  journalists  who  later  published  his  story  114. 
LeWinter  also  plays  a  key  role  in  Barbara  Hon- 
egger’s  book,  October  Surprise ,  where  he  is  re¬ 
ferred  to  as  “Mr.  Y”.115 

LeWinter  was  interviewed  by  Task  Force  staff 
on  August  25,  1992  in  a  town  on  the  Dutch/ 
German  border.  LeWinter  was  extremely  reluc¬ 
tant  to  be  interviewed  on  tape  and  under  oath. 
He  was  at  first  only  willing  to  reconfirm  the 
story  he  had  previously  told  journalists.  At  one 
point  during  the  discussion,  prior  to  the  re¬ 
corded  interview,  however,  LeWinter  indicated 
that  the  Task  Force  would  get  a  much  different 
story  under  oath,  but  that  the  staff  should  not 
press  this  issue. 

LeWinter  then  indicated  that  he  had  been 
carrying  a  burden  for  a  significant  period  of 
time  and  wanted  to  tell  the  Task  Force,  under 
oath  and  on  tape,  what  he  had  told  no  one  pre¬ 
viously — “the  complete  truth.”  LeWinter  then 
stated  under  oath  that  his  “October  Surprise” 
allegations  had  been  a  complete  fabrication. 
LeWinter  stated  that  he  began  to  construct  the 
story'  during  his  incarceration  in  1986-7  at  the 
Metropolitan  Correction  Center  in  New  York, 
where  he  was  serving  a  sentence  for  federal 
drug  conspiracy  charges.116  According  to 
LeWinter,  this  drug  conspiracy  involved  one  of 
the  largest  amphetamine  distribution  rings  ever 
uncovered.  He  said  he  felt  he  had  been 
wrongly  treated  by  the  federal  government  and 
wanted  to  extract  revenge.117 

At  some  point  during  his  incarceration, 
LeWinter  read  that  the  American  hostages  in 
Tehran  had  been  released  just  minutes  after 
Ronald  Reagan’s  inauguration  as  president. 
This  struck  him  as  strange.  A  reporter  friend  of 
LeWinter’s  told  him  that  he  thought  that  there 
must  have  been  “some  deal  .  .  .  made  outside 
the  Carter  Administration  between  the  Republi¬ 
cans  and  the  Iranians.”  118 

LeWinter  stated  that  his  idea  of  exacting  re¬ 
venge  became  a  preoccupation,  and  that  he 
started  researching  and  investigating.  He  read 
old  newspapers  and  magazines  in  the  prison  li¬ 
brary  at  the  Metropolitan  Correction  Center  in 
New  York.  He  even  began  to  study  Farsi,  read¬ 
ing  Persian  poetry,  to  sharpen  his  language 
skills.  During  much  of  this  period,  LeWinter’s 
cell  mate  was  the  highly  publicized  Italian  P-2 
figure,  Francisco  Pazienza.  A  renowned  Czech¬ 


oslovak  spy  was  housed  just  a  few  cells  away. 
From  conversations  with  them,  LeWinter  ob¬ 
tained  added  texture  and  background  for  the 
story  that  was  developing  in  his  head.  LeWinter 
stated  that,  during  1987, 

“I  spent  my  days  at  the  library  re¬ 
searching.  And  I  read  everything  in¬ 
cluding  foreign  language  newspapers. 

I  was  teaching  myself  Farsi  because  I 
wanted  to  read  Iranian  newspapers.  I 
translated  Persian  poetry  in  order  to 
teach  myself  the  language.”  119 

Sometime  later  LeWinter  met  an  Australian 
reporter  and  told  him  the  germ  of  his  “Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise”  story.120  That  reporter  eventually 
put  LeWinter  in  touch  with  Barbara  Honeg¬ 
ger. 121  LeWinter  noted  that  he  spoke  to  Honeg¬ 
ger  just  after  he  had  finished  eating  a  bowl  of 
raisin  bran.  When  she  asked  his  name  he  said 
“Razine.”  He  said  that  she  asked  him  certain 
questions  from  which  he  was  able  to  extrapo¬ 
late  additional  information  that  could  be  blend¬ 
ed  into  his  story.122 

LeWinter  provided  an  example  of  how  he 
wove  his  actual  experiences  into  the  story  to 
give  it  credibility.  He  noted  that  he  had  actually 
been  in  Paris  with  relatives  on  the  weekend  of 
October  18  and  19,  1980.  While  in  Paris,  he 
had  walked  by  the  American  embassy  and  had 
noticed  that  there  was  a  lot  of  activity.  Later, 
when  speaking  to  Honegger,  he  told  her  about 
the  activity  at  the  embassy.  LeWinter  said  Hon¬ 
egger  stated  that  she  understood  the  same 
thing  and  suggested  that  there  had  been  meet¬ 
ings.  He  also  told  how  he  used  journalists  to 
build  the  story.  For  example,  he  stated  that 
Honegger  “kept  asking  me  leading  questions, 
so  every  time  I  talked  with  her,  I  learned  more, 
some  of  which  I  fit  in,  some  I  didn’t.”  123 

Honegger  put  LeWinter  in  touch  with  many 
other  reporters,  such  as  Martin  Kilian  of  Der 
Spiegel ,  whom  he  also  used  to  develop  his  story. 
At  one  point,  when  he  made  a  telephone  call 
into  a  radio  talk  show,  LeWinter’s  voice  was 
recognized  by  someone  who  knew  him. 
LeWinter  disliked  the  fact  that  people  now 
knew  who  he  was,  so  he  began  to  put  out  a 
“disinformation  story.”  During  the  1988  Presi¬ 
dential  campaign  LeWinter  even  began  telling 
reporters  that  he  was  being  paid  to  sow  disin¬ 
formation,  “to  pepper  my  story  with  lies  so  that 
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reporters  would  drop  out  and  not  be  interested 
and  Bush  would  get  [elected].”  124 

In  short,  over  several  years  LeWinter  fac¬ 
tored  into  his  story  information  that  he  learned 
from  telephone  calls  from  journalists  and  news¬ 
paper  articles.  He  disseminated  disinformation 
to  keep  reporters  and  others  off  balance.  He 
stated  that  most  of  the  reporters  with  whom  he 
dealt  were  serious,  often  skeptical,  and  usually 
trying  to  play  the  story  straight.  LeWinter 
noted  that  at  least  one  German  reporter  with 
whom  he  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  talking 
became  extremely  skeptical  of  his  story  and 
strongly  encouraged  him  “to  tell  the  Task 
Force  the  truth,  whatever  it  was.”  125 

LeWinter  stated  that  much  of  the  intelligence 
background  he  claimed  was  also  a  fabrication. 
For  example,  he  stated  that  his  references  to 
years  of  employment  in  the  United  States  intel¬ 
ligence  community  were  false.  He  claimed  that 
he  would  occasionally  provide  information  to 
military  intelligence  authorities,  but  he  ac¬ 
knowledged  that  he  was  not  a  military  intelli¬ 
gence  official.126 

Finally,  LeWinter  stated  that  he  was  now 
happily  married  andno  longer  had  a  “desire  for 
revenge.”  127  But  he  stated  that  even  during  the 
early  part  of  his  Task  Force  interview,  he  “was 
seriously  considering  bluffing  it  out.”  128  In 
fact,  he  had  brought  along  a  1980  diary  in 
which  he  had  falsified  a  number  of  entries.129  In 
the  final  analysis  the  Task  Force  found 
LeWinter’s  recantation  under  oath  to  be  far 
more  credible,  internally  consistent,  and  logical 
than  his  myriad  prior  unsworn  stories. 

3.  Persons  Claiming  or  Alleged 
To  Have  Second-Hand 
Knowledge 

a.  Jamshid  Hashemi 

The  Task  Force  interviewed  Martin  Kilian,  a 
reporter  for  Der  Spiegel.  He  stated  that  in  May, 
1989  he  interviewed  Jamshid  Hashemi,  who 
told  him  about  the  Paris  meetings.  According 
to  Kilian,  Hashemi  stated  that  on  July  4,  1980, 
Stanley  Pottinger  attended  a  meeting  in  Madrid 
on  behalf  of  the  Carter  administration,  and  that 
in  late  August,  1980  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  Pot¬ 
tinger  met  with  Henry  Kissinger  in  London.130 
Jamshid  Hashemi  stated  that  Cyrus  Hashemi 
had  been  “bought  off”  by  the  Reagan  cam¬ 


paign.  Jamshid  Hashemi  also  stated  that  he  be¬ 
lieved  that  John  Shaheen,  a  business  associate 
of  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Roy  Furmark,  a  business  as¬ 
sociate  of  Shaheen,  William  Casey,  Adnan  Kha- 
shoggi,  and,  later,  Cyrus  Hashemi,  had  been  in¬ 
volved  in  the  meetings. 

According  to  Kilian,  who  produced  his  con¬ 
temporaneous  notes  of  his  interview  with  Jam¬ 
shid  Hashemi,  Jamshid  Hashemi  stated  that 
Cyrus  Hashemi  told  him  of  two  later  meet¬ 
ings— one  in  Paris  and  one  in  Zurich.  The  par¬ 
ticipants  in  these  meetings  included  Ahmed 
Khomeini,  Hamid  Nagashan,  Sadegh  Ghotbza- 
deh,  Manucheher  Ghorbanifar,  Richard  Helms, 
Henry  Kissinger,  William  Casey  and  Robert 
McFarlane.  Kilian  stated  that  it  was  his  impres¬ 
sion  that  Hashemi  spoke  as  if  he  had  been  at 
the  meetings.131  On  these  points,  Jamshid  Ha¬ 
shemi  is  not  a  credible  witness.  In  his  deposi¬ 
tion  by  the  Task  Force,  Hashemi  categorically 
denied  that  he  had  any  knowledge  of  a  meeting 
in  Paris.  Indeed,  he  denied  ever  having  met 
Kilian.132 

In  1991,  ABC  Xightline's  Ted  Koppel  quoted 
Jamshid  Hashemi’s  statement  about  the  Paris 
meeting.  The  Xightline  transcript  shows  Jamshid 
stating  that  his  brother,  Cyrus,  had  been 
present  in  Paris  and  had  told  him  that  George 
Bush  had  not  been  present.133  When  confront¬ 
ed  with  Nightline’s  reporting  of  his  statements 
in  1991,  Jamshid  Hashemi  claimed  to  have 
denied  any  knowledge  of  a  Paris  meeting  when 
interviewed  by  the  staff  of  ABC’s  Nightline.134 
He  claimed  that  he  had  merely  acknowledged 
that  such  a  meeting  was  possible. 

Jamshid’s  testimony  regarding  Koppel’s  re¬ 
marks,  however,  is  impeached  by  nearly  identi¬ 
cal  statements  about  Paris  meetings  that  he  has 
made  to  Gary  Sick.  According  to  Sick,  during 
an  interview  with  Jamshid  in  London  on  Octo¬ 
ber  13,  1990,  Jamshid  “referred  to  unspecified 
meetings  in  Paris.  He  said  he  had  not  been 
present  but  had  heard  something  about  them 
from  Cyrus,  who  had  participated.  He  said 
these  were  follow-up  meetings  after  Madrid.  He 
.  .  .  identified  Casey  and  Ghotbzadeh  as  par¬ 
ticipants.”  135  Two  days  later.  Sick  “pressed 
[Jamshid]  harder  about  possible  Paris  meet¬ 
ings.”  136Jamshid  maintained  that  he  was  not  at 
the  meetings,  and  indicated  that  he  was  “con¬ 
fused  about  exactly  what  happened.”  But  he 
told  Sick  that  he  had  heard  about  the  meetings 
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from  his  brother  Cyrus,  and  that  Cyrus  had 
“arranged  the  whole  thing.”  137 

In  sum,  there  is  a  considerable  record  of 
statements  by  Jamshid  manifesting  his  alleged 
knowledge  of  meetings  in  Paris  involving  Cyrus 
Hashemi  and  William  Casey.  Accordingly,  it  is 
disingenuous,  at  best,  for  Jamshid  now  to  at¬ 
tempt  under  oath  to  recant  these  allegations  by 
either  denying  that  he  never  met  with  certain 
journalists  or  denying  that  he  told  them  that  he 
had  knowledge  about  meetings  in  Paris. 

Because  of  Jamshid’s  shifting  position  on 
Paris  it  is  impossible  to  know  which  if  any  story 
to  believe.  In  any  case  it  is  clear  that  if  he  ever 
told  anyone  about  a  Paris  meeting,  he  has  now 
recanted  his  earlier  versions. 

b.  Houshang  Lavi 

Gary  Sick  reports  that  Houshang  Lavi,  a  de¬ 
ceased  Iranian  expatriate  arms  merchant, 
claims  that  he  accompanied  Cyrus  Hashemi  to 
Paris  and  that  Hashemi  attended  the  meetings 
in  Paris  in  mid-October.  According  to  Sick, 
Lavi  described  the  events  in  Paris  to  him.  Sick 
reports  that  Lavi  told  him  the  following:  Cyrus 
Hashemi  called  Lavi  on  approximately  October 
14,  1980.  Though  they  had  not  previously  met, 
Lavi  joined  Hashemi  in  London,  and  then  the 
two  flew  to  Paris.  They  stayed  for  three  or  four 
days,  lodging  in  the  Hotel  Raphael.  Allowing 
time  for  travel  time,  Lavi’s  claims  would  have 
put  him  in  London  and  Paris  between  approxi¬ 
mately  October  14  and  October  19  or  20, 
1980.  Lavi  reported  to  his  family  that  the  meet¬ 
ing  was  arranged  by  the  CIA.138 

According  to  Sick,  Lavi  claimed  not  to  have 
attended  the  meetings  and  only  could  report 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  description  of  their  partici¬ 
pants  and  content.  Hashemi  reportedly  said 
that  he  was  meeting  with  William  Casey  in 
order  to  gain  the  release  of  the  hostages.  Lavi 
claimed  that  the  hostages  would  be  released 
after  the  November  4,  1980  elections  in  order 
to  prevent  President  Carter  from  getting  any 
credit  for  their  release.  Hashemi  is  said  to  have 
identified  a  man  by  the  name  of  Shaheen  as  the 
contact  between  Casey  and  Hashemi.139 

During  this  time  period,  as  noted  earlier, 
Lavi  was  represented  by  Mitchell  Rogovin.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Rogovin,  during  the  fall  of  1980 
Lavi  hired  him  to  make  contacts  with  the  Carter 
administration  in  order  to  offer  his  services  to 
help  negotiate  a  settlement  of  the  hostage 


crisis.  Coincidentally,  Rogovin  was  also  general 
counsel  for  John  Anderson’s  presidential  cam¬ 
paign,  and  kept  a  detailed  diary  of  his  activities. 
The  diary  showed  that  Rogovin  arranged  meet¬ 
ings  for  Lavi  with  various  officials  in  the  Carter 
administration  between  September  29,  1980 
and  at  least  October  15,  1980.  Rogovin  was  de¬ 
posed  by  the  Task  Force  and  provided  detailed 
information  which  showed  that  Lavi  was  neither 
in  Paris  nor  London,  as  alleged. 

Based  on  the  evidence  gathered  by  the  Task 
Force,  it  is  clear  that  Lavi’s  story  is  not  credi¬ 
ble.  Irrefutable  evidence  shows  that  neither  he 
nor  Cyrus  Hashemi  was  in  London  or  Paris 
during  the  time  period  Lavi  alleged.  Lavi’s 
claim  that  he  received  a  telephone  call  from 
Hashemi  on  October  14,  1980,  and  immediate¬ 
ly  flew  to  join  him  in  London  is  patently  false. 
The  FBI/FISA  wire  intercepts  show  that  on  Oc¬ 
tober  14,  1980,  Hashemi  flew  from  London  to 
New  York  and  arrived  at  approximately  8:30 
a.m.  that  morning. 140  In  addition,  Rogovin’s 
testimony  and  diary  show'  that,  rather  than 
being  in  London  or  Paris,  Lavi  was  in  Washing¬ 
ton  during  most  times  relevant  to  his  Paris  alle¬ 
gations.  Finally,  Rogovin  advised  the  Task 
Force  that  Lavi  had  visa  problems  that  would 
have  prevented  him  from  meeting  with  Ha¬ 
shemi  in  London  and  attending  the  alleged 
Paris  meetings.141 

Rogovin  testified  that  on  October  14,  1980, 
Lavi  told  him  about  six  telephone  calls  he  had 
received  from  Tehran  on  October  13.  Rogovin 
also  stated  that  on  October  14,  1980  Lavi  par¬ 
ticipated  in  several  telephone  conversations 
with  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  Harold  Saun¬ 
ders. 

Rogovin  testified  that  on  October  15,  1980 
Lavi  flew  to  Washington  and  met  with  Saun¬ 
ders.142  On  October  16,  1980  Lavi  told  Rogo¬ 
vin  about  Prime  Minister  Raja’i’s  trip  to  New 
York,  President  Bani-Sadr’s  discussion  of  a  pro¬ 
posed  arms/hostages  swap,  and  a  possible 
meeting  with  Prime  Minister  Raja’i.  Rogovin’s 
note  specifically  reflected  Lavi  telling  him  that 
“the  Prime  Minister  is  a  hardliner,  is  not  going 
to  deal  with  Carter,  under  no  circumstances  are 
‘they  willing  to  deal  with  the  present  adminis¬ 
tration.’  ”  143  The  following  day,  Lavi  told  Ro¬ 
govin  that  he  again  had  spoken  with  Tehran 
and  that  they  “stressed  to  him  they  don’t  want 


to  deal  with  the  Carter  administration  but  do 
want  to  swap.”144 

On  October  19  Lavi  called  Rogovin  to  tell 
him  that  President  Bani-Sadr’s  foreign  advisor 
had  called  and  wanted  to  meet  with  Lavi.  On 
October  20  a  person  described  as  Bani-Sadr’s 
foreign  advisor,  reflected  in  Rogovin’s  notes  as 
Navab  Safavi,  visited  with  Rogovin  and  Lavi  in 
Rogovin’s  Washington  office.  Rogovin  indicat¬ 
ed  that  nothing  substantive  came  of  the  meet¬ 
ing.145  Rogovin  was  asked  why  his  notes  from 
that  meeting  seemed  to  end  in  mid-sentence, 
and  he  indicated  that  he  either  “ran  out  of 
inches  or  interest,  one  of  the  two.”  146 

On  October  21  Lavi  told  Rogovin  that  a  for¬ 
eign  agent  in  Paris  had  sold  documents  indicat¬ 
ing  United  States  and  Israeli  involvement  in  the 
war  in  Iraq.  Rogovin’s  notes  go  on  to  say  ”48 
hrs.  Iranian  agent  coming,”  then  “No  release 
of  anybody  before  election,”  and  then  “Want 
to  talk  to  Bush.”  Rogovin  could  recall  nothing 
with  respect  to  the  entry  concerning  the  docu¬ 
ments  sold  in  Paris  or  to  an  Iranian  agent 
coming  in  48  hours.  He  indicated  that,  with  re¬ 
spect  to  the  entries  regarding  the  hostage  re¬ 
lease  and  George  Bush,  “the  talking  to  Bush  is 
a  reflection  of  the  frustration  of  21  days  of 
trying  to  talk  to  the  State  Department.  The  no 
release  of  anyone  before  the  election  was  a 
staccato  theme  that  was  being  played  at  this 
point.  He  [Lavi]  was  reporting  back,  they  don’t 
want  to  deal  with  this  administration,  they  want 
to  see  the  moves.  No  one  is  going  to  be  re¬ 
leased  until  after  the  election . he  is  re¬ 

porting  what  he  is  being  told  by  the  Iranians 
that  he  is  speaking  with.”  147  Later  that  day,  Ro¬ 
govin’s  notes  suggest  that  Assistant  Secretary 
Saunders  at  the  State  Department  had  called  to 
report  that  President  Bani-Sadr  had  said  that 
Lavi  had  no  authority  to  represent  him  and  that 
no  one  had  authority  to  negotiate  for  them. 

On  October  24  Rogovin’s  notes  suggest  that 
Lavi  asked  him  a  number  of  questions  regard¬ 
ing  what  would  happen  if  President  Carter 
issued  an  executive  order  to  unfreeze  the  Irani¬ 
an  governmental  assets. 

On  October  26  Lloyd  Cutler  arranged  for  a 
briefing  by  Saunders.  At  that  briefing,  Rogovin 
indicated  that  we  “will  give  $125  (million)  in 
arms  but  hold  back  on  ‘Phoenix-type  lethal 
weapons’.” 

The  following  day,  after  a  discussion  with 
Lavi,  Rogovin’s  notes  indicate  that  Lavi  would 


be  in  California  on  October  29  and  provide  a 
number  where  he  could  be  reached.  Rogovin 
acknowledged  that  if  Lavi  was  going  to  be  out 
of  town  or  somewhere  other  than  the  normal 
places  where  he  could  be  reached,  he  would 
provide  his  number  to  Rogovin.148  He  also  had 
indicated  that  he  did  not  “recall  [Lavi]  being 
out  of  the  country  during  this  period  of  time. 
He  had  a  visa  problem.  He  had  a  problem  in 
travelling.  It  was  not  easy  for  him  to  travel 
. there  were  places  in  Europe,  for  exam¬ 
ple,  that  he  couldn’t  go.  At  a  later  time,  we 
were  supposed  to  meet  in  England  and  it  had 
to  be  Spain.”  149 

On  October  28,  Rogovin’s  notes  suggests 
that  Lavi  indicated  that  the  news  was  still  the 
same — there  would  be  no  hostage  release  until 
after  the  election.  According  to  Rogovin’s 
notes,  Lavi  gave  the  same  message  on  October 
29. 

On  October  3 1  Lavi  told  Rogovin  that 
rumors  of  the  hostage  release  were  unfounded. 
Rogovin’s  last  entry  with  respect  to  the  hos¬ 
tages  was  on  November  2,  when  he  indicated 
that  Saunders  had  called  at  6:15  a.m.  to  advise 
Rogovin  about  the  decision  of  the  Iranian  Par¬ 
liament  with  respect  to  the  hostages.  Rogovin 
indicated  that  he  did  not  keep  notes  of  discus¬ 
sions  he  may  have  had  with  Lavi  regarding  the 
hostages  after  the  election  on  November  4 
election,  nor  could  he  recall  the  substance  of 
any  discussions. 

Rogovin  also  indicated  that  he  was  never  told 
by  Lavi  about  a  meeting  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza 
Hotel  with  Richard  Allen  or  Lawrence  Silber- 
man  and  that  he  was  positive  that  he  would 
have  remembered  that  because  he  had  been 
dealing  with  Silberman  at  that  time  on  another 
issue. 

Rogovin  indicated  that  he  knew  Cyrus  Ha- 
shemi’s  name  from  a  Customs  case  in  mid-80, 
for  which  Lavi  was  acting  as  an  informant,  but 
that  Hashemi’s  name  didn’t  “ring  a  bell”  with 
respect  to  the  1980  hostage  negotiations. 150 

Rogovin  also  indicated  that  he  felt  that  Lavi 
became  “less  reliable,  less  honest”  as  time 
went  on.151  He  added  that  Lavi  never  discussed 
the  “October  Surprise  allegations”  with  him.152 

Interestingly,  in  response  to  questions  by  the 
Task  Force  Rogovin  related  a  story  regarding 
Lavi’s  request  for  Rogovin’s  help  on  an  Israeli/ 
Iranian  arms  deal  in  the  1982  time  period.  This 
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transaction  shares  some  common  elements  with 
the  October  Surprise  allegations,  it  was  clearly 
unrelated. 

The  Task  Force  concludes  that  Lavi’s  testi¬ 
mony  regarding  Paris  is  a  fabrication.  Rogo- 
vin’s  testimony  that  Lavi  was  in  Washington, 
D.C.  on  the  days  when  Lavi  later  claimed  to 
have  been  in  London  and  Paris  with  Hashemi, 
together  with  FISA  evidence  that  Hashemi  was 
not  in  London  or  Paris  on  those  days  disprove 
Lavi’s  claim.  Furthermore,  Lavi’s  claim  to  have 
been  in  Paris  is  not  believable  in  light  of  his 
having  told  Rogovin  on  October  21,  1980,  that 
he  wanted  to  present  his  ideas  to  George  Bush. 
Had  Lavi  been  in  Paris  a  day  or  two  before 
learning  about  a  hostage  deal  involving  Casey 
and  Bush,  it  defies  belief  that  he  would  have 
raised  the  topic  of  the  meeting  w  ith  Bush. 

The  Task  Force  found  Rogovin  to  be  a  credi¬ 
ble  witness  for  a  variety  of  reasons,  including 
the  details  provided  in  his  diary  and  the  fact 
that  he  chose  to  report  Lavi’s  proposals  to  the 
CIA  and  the  State  Deparment  immediately. 

c.  William  Herrmann  153 

William  Herrmann  was  born  in  Danzig,  Ger¬ 
many  in  1936.  He  arrived  in  the  United  States 
in  1950  and  settled  in  Michigan.  After  graduat¬ 
ing  high  school  he  joined  the  United  States 
Army,  specializing  in  ordnance  and  transporta¬ 
tion.  He  was  honorably  discharged  in  1959. 
From  1962  to  1964  he  worked  for  an  air  freight 
company.  Worldwide  Services,  at  Kennedy  Air¬ 
port  in  New  York.  In  1964  he  started  his  own 
air  freight  forwarding  company  at  Kennedy  Air¬ 
port,  Continental  Air  Transport.  Continental 
had  offices  throughout  Europe  and  the  Middle 
East.154  Continental  operated  until  1964,  when 
“complications  at  Kennedy  Airport”  155  forced 
him  to  close  down.  In  1970,  Herrmann  estab¬ 
lished  International  Resources  Development 
Company  (IRDC).156  IRDC  was  engaged  in  the 
arms  business,  specializing  in  small  arms:  pis¬ 
tols,  submachine  guns  and  revolvers.157  IRDC 
shipped  directly  out  of  Brazil  to  its  clients 
worldwide. 158  Herrmann  operated  IRDC  in 
New  Jersey  and  Frankfurt,  Germany  between 
1970  and  1985,  when  it  closed.159  Herrmann 
unconvincingly  claims  that  no  records  of 
IRDC’s  business  dealings  exist  because  they 
were  destroyed  by  the  warehouse  people  that 
housed  them  for  non-payment  of  bills.160 


Herrmann  first  started  selling  military  arms 
to  Iran  161  in  1980,  following  a  meeting  with 
Hamid  Nagashian  who  was,  at  the  time,  the  au¬ 
thorized  arms  procurement  official  for  the  Rev¬ 
olutionary  Guard  in  Iran.162  Herrmann  was  in¬ 
troduced  to  Nagashian  in  the  fall  of  1980  by 
Otto  Schaller,  another  arms  dealer  and  friend 
of  Manuchehr  Ghorbanifar. 163  During  the  meet¬ 
ing,  Herrmann  testified,  Nagashian  told  him 
that  he  was  interested  in  purchasing  arms  for 
the  Revolutionary  Guard.  Herrmann  showed 
Nagashian  brochures  from  Taurus  Internation¬ 
al,  a  Brazilian  manufacturer  licensed  by  Baretta. 
Nagashan  placed  orders  for  three  models  of 
guns. 164  The  guns  were  then  shipped  to  Iran  by 
Taurus,  and  Herrmann  collected  a  commis¬ 
sion.165 

Nagashan  and  Herrmann  thereafter  estab¬ 
lished  an  ongoing  business  relationship.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Herrmann,  whenever  Nagashian 
needed  additional  guns  he  would  contact  Herr¬ 
mann,  who  would  place  an  order  with 
Taurus.166  This  arrangement  lasted  from  1981 
to  1985, 167  when  Herrmann  got  out  of  the  busi¬ 
ness.168 

Herrmann  stated  that  in  January,  1981  he 
was  invited  to  Tehran  by  Deputy  Minister  of 
Defense,  Ahmed  Azzizi.169  The  purpose  of  the 
trip  was  to  negotiate  arm  purchases  for  the  Ira¬ 
nian  Army.  According  to  Herrmann,  Nagashian 
had  arranged  the  Azzizi  invitation. 170  Herrmann 
stated  that  he  arrived  in  Tehran  on  approxi¬ 
mately  January  18,  1981  171  and  was  provided 
accommodations  at  the  Hilton  Hotel.172  Herr¬ 
mann  said  that  Nagashian  came  to  the  Hilton 
on  January  21,  1981,  to  discuss  the  release  of 
the  hostages.  Herrmann  stated  that  Nagashian 
told  him  that  the  timing  of  the  hostage  release 
was  the  result  of  a  deal  with  Reagan  campaign 
people;  some  of  his  testimony  follows: 

Q;  And  tell  us,  if  you  would,  what 
Nagashian  told  you,  if  anything,  about 
the  release  of  the  hostages? 

A:  Well,  he  told  me  that  a  deal  had 
been  negotiated  by  some  people  in  the 
Reagan  administration  and  that  the 
hostages  would  be  released  at  the  time 
Reagan  was  sworn  in. 

Q;  Did  you  ask  Nagashian  how  he 
came  to  know  this? 
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A:  Yes.  Well,  I  didn’t  ask  him,  he 
told  me. 

Q;  And  what  did  he  tell  you? 

A:  That  he  was  aware  and  he  had 
been  in  Europe  at  the  time  when  the 
negotiations  took  place. 

Q;  He,  Nagashian,  was  personally  in 
Europe  at  the  time? 

A:  He  was  in  Europe  at  the  time, 
yes. 

*  *  *  *  * 

Q:  And  tell  me  specifically  what  he 
said  with  respect  to  how  that  agree¬ 
ment  came  to  take  place? 

A:  He  said  for  some  time  the  Irani¬ 
ans  had  been  negotiating  with  senior 
officials  in  the  Reagan  administration 
on  the  release  of  the  hostages  and  also 
the  delay  in  releasing  them  earlier. 

Q;  Did  he  indicate  to  you  at  this 
time  who,  on  behalf  of  Iran,  was  in¬ 
volved  in  these  discussions? 

A:  Mohammed  Beheshti,  Hakim, 
Rafsanjani,  Mohsen  Rafiqdust.  Meet¬ 
ings  with  Casey,  Allen  and  McFarlane. 
These  were  the  three  people  that  were 
involved. 

Q;  So  from  Iran’s  standpoint,  Naga¬ 
shian  says  the  three  individuals  in¬ 
volved  in  the  negotiations  concerning 
the  hostages  for  the  [Iranians]  were 
Beheshti,  Hakim,  Rafsanjani  and 
Mohsen  Rafiqdust,  and  the  people 
working  or  negotiating  with  them  on 
behalf  of  the  United  States  were  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey,  Richard  Allen  and  Robert 
McFarlane.  Where  did  he  say  the  ne¬ 
gotiation  took  place? 

A:  He  said  the  negotiations  took 
place  in  Paris. 

Q:  Where  in  Paris,  do  you  recall? 

A:  He  didn’t  say. 

Q;  When  in  Paris? 

A:  October,  September,  October, 
1980. 


Q:  Did  he  indicate  that  he,  himself, 
had  attended  these  meetings? 

A:  No,  he  didn’t  say  that,  but  he  was 
in  Europe  at  the  time  and  he  knew 
that  these  people  were  in  Europe  at 
the  time,  also. 

Q:  Did  he  indicate  to  you  how  he 
knew  that  they  were  in  Europe? 

A:  He  didn’t  give  me  any  indication 
how  he  found  out,  but,  apparently,  he 
knew  what  was  happening  at  the  time 
due  to  his  position  .  .  .173 

Thus,  Herrman  said  Nagashian  told  him  that 
the  deal  was  negotiated  in  Paris  in  the  Fall  of 
1980  (probably  September  or  October),  and 
that  the  participants  in  the  negotiations  were 
Mohammed  Beheshti,  Albert  Hakim,  Rafsanjani 
and  Mohsen  Rafiqdust  for  the  Iranians  and 
William  Casey,  Richard  Allen  and  Bud  McFar¬ 
lane  for  the  Reagan  Campaign.174 

Task  Force  counsel  asked  Herrmann  whether 
he  told  anyone  about  the  Nagashian  conversa¬ 
tion  contemporaneously.  Herrmann  said  that 
he  confidentially  advised  the  CIA  of  the  infor¬ 
mation  obtained  from  Nagashian.  Having  told 
the  government  his  tale,  Herrmann  said  that  he 
felt  no  other  responsibility  to  raise  the  subject 
elsewhere. 175 

The  Task  Force  was  concerned  about  Herr¬ 
mann’s  connection  to  Richard  Brenneke  who 
had  been  shown  to  be  untruthful.  The  Task 
Force  questioned  Herrmann  about  how  he  had 
surfaced  as  an  October  Surprise  witness.  Herr¬ 
mann  was  evasive  about  his  contacts  with  Rich¬ 
ard  Brenneke  and  Barbara  Honneger. 176  This 
evasiveness  led  the  Task  Force  to  question 
Herrmann’s  veracity: 

Q;  During  this  time  period  did  you 
have  contact  with  Barbara  Honegger 
herself? 

*  *  *  *  * 

A:  Yes,  she  contacted  me  before  her 
book  was  published.  That  is  how  I  got 
in  there.  How  she  got  my  name  was 
through  London,  I  believe,  if  I  recall 
correctly. 

Q;  You  see,  that  strikes  me  as  odd. 

How  would  she  get  your  name 
through  London?  What  happened  in 
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London  that  she  could  possibly  get 
your  name? 

A:  Because  of  the  publicity  I  re¬ 
ceived. 

Q:  What  publicity  did  you  receive 
with  respect  to  October  Surprise-relat¬ 
ed  activities? 

A:  None.  None. 

Q;  So  how  did  she  get  your  name? 

A:  I  don’t  know.  It  could  have  been 
through  Brenneke.  I  don’t  know. 

*  *  *  *  * 

Q;  Well,  how  did  Brenneke  get  your 
name?  You  say  maybe  through  Bren¬ 
neke.  How  would  Brenneke  have 
gotten  your  name  to  tie  you  into  the 
October  Surprise  to  get  you  to  Bar¬ 
bara  Honegger  if  you  have  not  gone 
public  with  any  statements  about  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise-related  activities? 

A:  I  don’t  know.  I  don’t  know. 

Q:  Did  you  ask  Brenneke  that? 

A:  No  I  didn’t. 

Q;  I  mean - 

A:  As  I  said,  I  don’t  want  to  know.  I 
don’t  want  to  get  involved. 

Q:  But  it  is  quite  a  puzzle.  I  mean, 
here  you  have  remained  silent  about 
this  October  Surprise  matter,  and  then 
all  of  a  sudden  two  people,  Brenneke 
and  Honegger,  are  calling  you  up  and 
saying,  I  hear  you  have  information 
relevant  to  October  Surprise.  It  would 
strike  me  the  first  question  out  of  my 
mouth  is  what  are  you  talking  about. 

And  if  it  wasn’t,  why  would  you 
choose  to  go  public  with  them  for  the 
first  time;  Brenneke,  a  person  about 
whom  you  felt  was  less  than  honest; 
and  Honegger,  a  person  you  didn’t 
know?  Why  would  you  do  that? 

A:  Well,  as  I  said,  I  didn’t  know 
Brenneke  either.  I  had  never  met  the 
man  personally,  and,  you  know,  Bren¬ 
neke  is  very  good  with  collecting  infor¬ 
mation,  whether  it  is  through  newspa¬ 
pers,  news  media  or  whatever,  and 


maybe  he  picked  up  my  name  through 
the  news  media.  I  don’t  know. 

Q;  But  your  name  isn’t  in  the  news 
media  relating  to  October  Surprise. 

A:  I  know  that.  I  know  that. 

Q;  So  how  could  he  pick  it  up? 

A:  I  don’t  know  ...  177 

Herrmann’s  answers  were  disingenuous,  at 
best.  At  worst  he  completely  fabricated  his 
knowledge  of  and  participation  in  the  October 
Surprise  allegations.  It  is  difficult  to  believe 
that  Herrmann  was  contacted  out  of  the  blue 
by  Honegger  or  Brenneke.  It  seems  more  likely 
that  he  affirmatively  sought  them  out  from  his 
prison  cell  in  an  effort  to  insinuate  himself  into 
the  October  Surprise  theory  in  much  the  same 
way  as  did  Oswald  LeWinter  and  others.  Herr¬ 
mann  might  also  have  been  motivated  by  a 
desire  for  revenge  against  the  United  States 
Government  or  for  a  shorter  prison  sentence. 
In  any  case,  Herrmann’s  story  is  factually 
flawed,  especially  in  light  of  the  CIA  contact 
report  and  the  testimony  of  Nagashan,  dis¬ 
cussed  below. 

The  Task  Force  spoke  with  the  CIA  agent 
who  Herrmann  contacted.  The  agent  indicated 
that  during  late  1981  or  early  1982,  FBI’s 
Newark  office  advised  the  CIA  that  William 
Herrmann  with  various  offenses,  including 
smuggling  and  theft  of  motor  vehicles.  As  a 
result  of  these  charges,  Herrmann  determined 
that  it  was  in  his  best  interests  to  cooperate 
with  the  U.S.  Government.  Among  other 
things,  he  made  statements  concerning  Iraq. 
The  FBI  notified  the  CIA  of  Herrmann’s  coop¬ 
eration  and  suggested  that  an  interview  con¬ 
cerning  the  international  matters  he  had  raised 
should  be  arranged.178 

A  CIA  agent  was  assigned  to  contact  Herr¬ 
mann  and  evaluate  his  utility  as  an  intelligence 
source.  Background  checks  revealed  that  Herr¬ 
mann  had  been  arrested  on  several  other  occa¬ 
sions,  in  addition  to  his  current  charges.  As  a 
result,  the  CIA  concluded  that  Herrmann 
would  not  be  a  useful  source.179  During  the  ini¬ 
tial  screening  process,  however,  Herrmann  fre¬ 
quently  telephoned  the  agent  to  volunteer  in¬ 
formation.  Most  of  the  information  was  vague 
and  unusable.  The  agent  characterized  Herr¬ 
mann  as  elusive  and  hard  to  pin  down.  He  indi- 
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cated  that  Herrmann  only  provided  information 
on  Iraq,  and  was  only  able  to  produce  a  list  of 
arms  requirements  from  the  Iraqi  Ministry  of 
Defense.  According  to  the  agent,  Herrmann 
never  discussed  Iran  or  the  October  Surprise 
allegations. 180 

The  agent’s  last  conversation  with  Herrmann 
occurred  just  before  the  holidays,  when  Herr¬ 
mann  was  to  report  to  Leavenworth  Penitentia¬ 
ry.  Herrmann  was  desperate  to  avoid  incarcer¬ 
ation.  He  said  he  would  do  anything  for  the 
United  States  Government,  including  being  air¬ 
dropped  into  the  Soviet  Union.  The  agent  con¬ 
sidered  Herrmann  to  be  an  unreliable  source 
and  the  Agency  did  not  rely  on  him. 

Finally,  without  success,  the  Task  Force  in¬ 
vestigated  the  relationship  among  Herrmann, 
Brenneke  and  Honegger. 

Given  Herrmann’s  implausible  statements  re¬ 
garding  his  contacts  with  the  CIA,  his  failure  to 
bring  these  allegations  to  the  attention  of  law 
enforcement  authorities  and  the  CIA  at  the 
time  he  faced  incarceration,  and  his  contacts 
with  Brenneke  and  Honegger,  the  Task  Force 
considered  his  testimony  to  be  untruthful.  In 
addition,  as  demonstrated  below,  testimony  of 
Hamid  Nagashan  further  undercuts  Herrmann’s 
testimony. 

d.  Hamid  Nagashan  181 

Hamid  Nagashan  was  born  in  1954  in 
Tehran.  After  his  father’s  death,  he  began  a 
carpet  exporting  business.  Prior  to  the  Shah’s 
departure,  Nagashan  joined  the  anti-Shah  polit¬ 
ical  movement  and  lived  “underground”.  After 
the  revolution  and  the  return  of  Khomeini,  he 
was  assigned  the  task  of  safeguarding  Kho¬ 
meini’s  house  and  personal  safety.  Through 
this  work  he  developed  a  close  relationship 
with  Khomeini.  When  Iraq  invaded  Iran  in  Sep¬ 
tember  1980,  Khomeini  named  Nagashan  to 
the  position  of  deputy  chief  in  charge  of  logis¬ 
tics  for  the  Revolutionary  Guard.  In  this  capac¬ 
ity  he  was  responsible  for  the  volunteer  force 
(BASIJ),  including  logistics  and  support.  He 
was  regularly  required  to  travel  to  Europe  to 
procure  arms  for  the  Revolutionary  Guard. 

According  to  Nagashan,  on  one  such  trip  he 
met  William  Herrmann.  He  stated  that  he  was 
introduced  to  Herrmann  by  an  individual 
named  Ameri.  Ameri  introduced  Herrmann  as 
an  arms  supplier  who  could  obtain  mortars, 
mortar  rounds,  heavy  equipment  and  small  re¬ 


volvers.182  Nagashan  claims  to  have  met  with 
Herrmann  on  only  two  occasions.  Neither  of 
these  occasions  was  in  Tehran  on  January  21, 
1981  as  Herrmann  claimed. 

During  his  interview,  Nagashan  was  asked 
about  the  substance  of  Herrmann’s  testimony 
regarding  the  January  21,  1981  meeting  at  the 
Hilton  Hotel.  Nagashan  categorically  denied 
that  such  an  encounter  ever  occurred. 

Nagashan  stated  that  he  did  not  see  Herr¬ 
mann  on  January  21,  1981.  He  stated  that  it 
would  have  been  impossible  for  Herrmann  to 
have  entered  Iran  at  that  time.  He  denied  that 
he  was  in  Europe  during  the  period  of  the  al¬ 
leged  Paris  meetings.  Furthermore,  Nagashan 
stated  that  the  Iranians  alleged  by  Herrmann  to 
have  been  participants  in  these  meetings  were 
members  of  rival  factions  and  would  never 
work  together  as  part  of  a  negotiating  team.  Fi¬ 
nally,  he  said  that  Mehdi  Karrubi  had  neither 
the  mental  abilities  nor  the  confidence  of  Kho¬ 
meini  necessary  to  negotiate  an  October  Sur¬ 
prise  deal. 

Nagashan  testified  that  it  would  have  been 
impossible  for  Herrmann  to  have  obtained  per¬ 
mission  to  enter  Iran  in  January  1981  given  the 
climate  of  anti-Americanism.  Herrmann  would 
have  a  passport  from  another  country  and,  in 
all  likelihood,  an  entry  visa.  Nagashan  said  that 
he  doubts  that  Herrmann  would  have  been  able 
to  obtain  the  necessary  papers.  Furthermore, 
Nagashan  testified  that  he  was  not  in  Europe  at 
the  start  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war,  in  September, 
1980.  He  testified  that  he  was  in  Tehran  at  the 
time  and  was  unable  to  speak  English.  He  knew 
nothing  about  secret  meetings  held  in  Paris. 
Indeed,  as  indicated  above,  Nagashan  testified 
that  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  believe 
that  Beheshti  and  Rafiqdust  would  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  same  meeting.  They  were  from 
two  different  levels  within  the  Iranian  hierarchy 
and  they  never  would  have  joined  together  as  a 
singular  negotiating  team.  Finally,  Nagashan  in¬ 
dicated  that  Mehdi  Karrubi  would  not  have 
served  as  a  representative  of  Khomeini  in  1980 
because  he  was  not  close  to  Khomeini  and  he 
was  “too  low  level  a  guy”.  Tabatabai  would 
have  been  the  logical  choice.  Such  a  meeting 
would  have  been  well  beyond  Karrubi’s  mental 
capacity  and  position.183  Finally,  in  a  follow-up 
telephonic  interview,  Nagashan  indicated  that 
he  primarily  purchased  arms  from  China — not 
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Europe.  At  no  time  did  he  purchase  surplus 
NATO  arms.184 

In  compliance  with  the  Task  Force’s  request, 
Nagashan  sent  copies  of  correspondence  re¬ 
garding  Taurus.  The  documents  appear  to  cor¬ 
roborate  his  assertion  that  the  transactions  with 
Herrmann  took  place  in  late  1981,  not  1980  as 
Herrmann  claimed.  As  a  result,  the  Task  Force 
found  Nagashan’s  testimony  more  credible  and 
consequently,  Herrmann’s  testimony  not  credi¬ 
ble  and  a  fabrication. 

e.  Abol  Hassan  Bani  Sadr 

Former  Iranian  President  Bani-Sadr,  who  was 
deposed  in  September,  1992  arrived  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  that  there  were  secret  contacts  between 
Republicans  and  Iranian  officials  in  October, 
1980  by  a  circuitous  route.  According  to  Bani- 
Sadr,  the  fact  that  Tabatabai  replaced  Passindi- 
deh,  as  Khomeini’s  emissary  to  President 
Carter  proved  that  Passendideh’s  earlier 
Madrid  contacts  with  the  Americans  must  have 
been  with  Reagan  surrogates.  Bani-Sadr  rea¬ 
soned  that  if  Passindideh  had  met  with  Carter 
representatives,  there  would  have  been  no 
point  in  replacing  him  with  Tabatabai.  His  re¬ 
placement  proves  that  the  earlier  meeting  must 
have  been  with  Republican  representatives. 
Indeed,  because  Bani-Sadr  was  told  by  Passin¬ 
dideh  that  he  met  with  Republicans,  Passindi¬ 
deh  was  not  allowed  to  participate  in  follow-up 
meetings  with  Carter  representatives.  Other¬ 
wise,  Bani-Sadr  would  have  been  in  a  position 
to  inform  the  Iranian  public  that  Khomeini  was 
in  fact  engaged  in  secret  talks  with  Americans 
despite  his  public  pronouncements  that  such 
contact  would  not  be  tolerated.  Thus,  Tabata¬ 
bai  secretly,  and  unknown  to  Bani-Sadr  at  the 
time,  replaced  Passindideh  and  met  the  Carter 
representatives  in  Germany.185 

Bani-Sadr’s  analysis  demonstrates  how  some 
Iranians  may  have  mistakenly  misled  them¬ 
selves  to  believe  that  Khomeini  representatives 
met  with  Reagan  campaign  officials.  Reza  Pas¬ 
sindideh  did  meet  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  and 
Stanley  Pottinger  in  July  1980.  But  Pottinger,  a 
Republican,  arranged  and  attended  the  meeting 
with  the  knowledge  and  approval  of  the  Carter 
State  Department.186  If  Iranians  later  learned 
that  Pottinger  was  a  former  Ford  administra¬ 
tion  official,  they  may  well  have  leaped  to  the 
conclusion  that  Pottinger  continued  to  repre¬ 
sent  the  Republicans. 


Continuing  with  his  analysis,  Bani-Sadr  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  contact  between  Tabatabai  and 
the  Americans  was  sanctioned  by  Khomeini  be¬ 
cause  Khomeini  was  fearful  that  a  war  with  Iraq 
was  imminent,  and  that  Iran  lacked  the  military 
means  to  defend  itself.  Khomeini,  could  no 
longer  wait  for  Reagan  to  come  to  power  to 
supply  the  needed  arms.  Because  Carter  had 
promised  to  release  weapons  previously  pur¬ 
chased  upon  release  of  the  hostages,  Khomeini 
was  willing  to  engage  the  Carter  administration 
in  secret  negotiations. 187  These  contacts  would 
have  proved  successful  had  Khomeini  not 
changed  his  mind  again.188  According  to  Bani- 
Sadr,  Khomeini  was  reassured  by  President 
Carter’s  public  statement  that  he  didn’t  want 
Iran  to  lose  its  war  with  Iraq.  Following 
Carter’s  statement,  Bani-Sadr  stated  Khomeini 
returned  to  his  previous  strategy  of  dealing 
with  the  Republicans. 

The  Task  Force  asked  Bani-Sadr  to  explain 
the  basis  for  his  opinions  and  to  produce,  if 
possible,  documentary  or  other  evidence  that 
would  support  them.  Bani-Sadr  explained  that 
he  had  received  “information”  that  a  meeting 
was  scheduled  in  Paris  between  Casey  and  Raf- 
sanjani.  While  the  source  of  the  information  re¬ 
mains  unknown  to  him,  he  suggested  that  the 
meeting’s  existence  was  proven  by  the  fact  that 
both  Raja’i  and  Rafsanjani  made  prearranged 
statements  on  October  22,  1980  in  Parliament 
to  the  effect  that  “Iran  doesn’t  need  American 
weapons  and  American  spare  parts.”  As  com- 
mander-in-chief,  Bani-Sadr  knew  that  Iran  des¬ 
perately  needed  American  weapons  and  spare 
parts.  The  fact  that  the  two  clerics  made  such  a 
prearranged  and  patently  untrue  statements 
proved  to  Bani-Sadr  that  a  secret  deal  must 
have  been  struck  earlier  in  October  between 
the  Republicans  and  clerics  bent  on  toppling 
Bani-Sadr’s  presidency. 189 

Bani-Sadr  offered  the  Task  Force  many  docu¬ 
ments  in  support  of  this  conclusion.  These  doc¬ 
uments  consisted  of  letters  he  wrote  contempo¬ 
raneously  with  the  events  under  investigation 
and  other  analytical  writings  completed  since 
then.  None  of  the  documents  bear  directly  on 
the  allegations  under  investigation,  unless  one 
accepts  Bani-Sadr’s  deduction  that  the  actions 
by  the  Mullahs  to  topple  his  presidency  were 
taken  following  a  secret  deal  with  the  Republi¬ 
cans.  The  documents  themselves,  however, 


offer  no  proof  of  such  a  deal,  and  the  Task 
Force  is  not  pursuaded  by  Bani-Sadrs  reason¬ 
ing.  It  is  the  view  of  the  Task  Force  that  the 
points  made  by  Bani-Sadr  accurately  reflect  the 
fact  that  the  fate  of  the  hostages  was  intimately 
linked  to  internal  Iranian  political  struggles  and 
that  delay  in  the  release  of  the  American  hos¬ 
tages  could  be  explained  without  reference  to 
an  October  Surprise  deal. 

Francois  Cheron  190  and  Christian  Bourget  191 
are  French  attorneys  who  represented  Sadegh 
Ghotbzadeh,  Abol  Hassan  Bani-Sadr  and  the 
Government  of  Iran  at  various  times  in  the 
1970s  and  1980s  including  the  duration  of  the 
hostage  crisis.  By  virtue  of  their  association 
with  Ghotbzadeh  and  Bani-Sadr,  and  as  a  result 
of  spending  many  weeks  in  Tehran,  Cheron 
and  Bourget  concluded  in  their  own  minds  that 
Reagan  campaign  officials  had  negotiated  a 
deal  with  the  Iranians.  The  Task  Force  inter¬ 
viewed  these  attorneys  at  length  in  an  effort  to 
ascertain  the  basis  for  their  beliefs. 

f.  Francois  Cheron 

Cheron’s  conclusion  that  Reagan  campaign 
officials  entered  into  a  secret  deal  is  based 
upon  the  following  deductive  analysis: 

First,  in  the  summer  of  1980  Ghotbzadeh 
and  Bani-Sadr  separately  told  him  that  they  be¬ 
lieved  that  a  secret  deal  had  been  made.192  Nei¬ 
ther  offered  any  proof.  Second,  he  could  not 
explain  the  repeated  failures  of  his  hostage  ne¬ 
gotiations.  He  said, 

“You  know,  it’s  very  strange  that 
each  time  we  were  at  the  point  of 
making  a  very  important  step  for  the 
freedom  of  the  hostages  and  a  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  crisis,  either  in  Iran  or  in 
Washington  in  America,  there  were 
some  events  which  were  destroying 
our  efforts.”  193 

These  failures,  he  concluded,  must  have  been 
the  result  of  outside  interference.  Third,  when 
he  was  retained  by  Iran  to  help  recover  $56 
million  which  it  claimed  had  been  stolen  by 
Ahmed  Heidari,  he  discovered  that  the  weap¬ 
ons  shipped  to  Iran  in  October,  1980  came,  in 
part,  from  Israel  and  from  NATO  stockpiles  in 
Lisbon,  Portugal  and  from  Israel.  Cheron  be¬ 
lieved  that  such  shipments  could  not  have  been 
made  without  United  States  intervention  and/ 
or  approval.194  Fourth,  he  was  aware  of  the 


memorandum  from  Jacques  Montanes  suggest¬ 
ing  that  an  October  arms  deal  was  approved, 
or  at  least  not  objected  to,  by  French  intelli¬ 
gence  authorities. 195 

Cheron  readily  admitted  that  he  had  no 
proof  of  this  theory.  But  he  remarked  that  his 
conclusions  were  based  upon  a  series  of  devel¬ 
opments  that  were  unlikely  to  have  occurred  bv 
mere  coincidence.  Cheron  added  that  he  would 
change  his  opinion  about  the  existence  of  a 
deal  if  it  were  shown  that  the  Israelis  had  told 
the  Carter  administration  about  the  deal,  at  or 
about  the  time  it  occurred,  and  the  United 
States  had  approved  or  accepted  it.  Under  this 
scenario,  it  could  not  then  be  said  that  the 
“Reagan  people  were  trying  to  destroy  the  offi¬ 
cial  negotiations  for  the  release  of  the  hostages 
and  to  [instead]  delay  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.”  196  If,  however,  the  Carter  administra¬ 
tion  did  not  approve  the  sale,  then  he  would 
maintain  his  original  position.  197 

The  Task  Force  found  Cheron  to  be  a  credi¬ 
ble  witness  but  disagreed  with  his  analysis  for 
several  reasons.  First,  neither  Ghotbzadeh  nor 
Bani-Sadr  then  or  now  could  point  to  any  sub¬ 
stantive  evidence  of  a  deal.  Second,  as  dis¬ 
cussed  throughout  this  report,  external  factors 
did  influence  the  hostage  negotiations  but  most 
were  based  on  identifiable  factual  circum¬ 
stances.  Third,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
arms  deal  in  October  was  related  to  the  hos¬ 
tage  negotiations  in  Paris.  In  fact,  the  arms  deal 
seems  to  predate  the  alleged  October  meetings. 
Finally,  the  “approval”  of  French  intelligence 
agencies  has  been  explained  by  those  involved 
in  the  deal  without  reference  to  a  CIA-French 
intelligence  conspiracy. 

While  Cheron’s  logic  has  superficial  appeal, 
it  does  not,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Task  Force, 
withstand  close  scrutiny. 

g.  Christian  Bourguet 

Bourget,  like  Cheron,  believes  that  secret 
meetings  between  Republicans  and  Iranians  oc¬ 
curred  in  part  because  Ghotbzadeh  told  him 
they  did.  Bourget  indicated  that  Ghotbzadeh 
was  firmly  convinced  that  the  meetings  oc¬ 
curred.  But,  Bourget  also  pointed  out  that 
while  “He  [Ghotbzadeh]  always  told  me  that  he 
suspected  that  things  like  that  were  happening, 
he  had  no  evidence  of  that,  but  he  was  suspect¬ 
ing  that.  And  he  was,  he  believed  that  people 
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like  Kissinger,  or  people  around  him,  had  kept 
with  the  clerics  through  commercial  channels. 
He  was  positive  of  it.*’198  Bourget  also  believes 
that  a  secret  agreement  made  sense  for  the  rad¬ 
ical  clerics  because,  as  long  as  the  hostages 
were  held,  Iran  could  not  properly  be  governed 
by  the  secularists.  This  left  a  power  vacuum  for 
the  clerics  to  fill. 

With  respect  to  the  likely  Iranian  emissary, 
Bourget  felt  that  it  was  not  out  of  the  realm  of 
possibility  that  Mehdi  Karrubi  was  sent.  Al¬ 
though  Bourget  noted  that  Mehdi  Karrubi  “at 
the  time  was  nothing,**199  he  remarked  that  a 
person  of  limited  reputation  could  more  easily 
hold  surreptitious  meetings,  especially  in 
Europe,  without  detection.  Similarly,  Bourget 
felt  that  Tabatabai  could  also  have  done  work 
for  Beheshti. 

So,  if  I  was  Beheshti,  for  example, 
and  I  wanted  to  discuss  directly  with 
the  Americans,  I  would  send  someone 
like  Tabatabai  to  discuss.  And  I  know 
that  one  could  discuss  at  the  same 
time,  without  no  friendship  or  prom¬ 
ise,  no  doubt,  discuss  as  well  with 
Reagan  people  as  Carter  people,  who 
pays  more.  This  is  a  .  .  .  plan.200 

Bourguet’s  reasoning,  like  Cheron’s,  is  diffi¬ 
cult  to  support.  With  respect  to  the  Ghotbza- 
deh  statements,  Bourget  himself  noted  that 
Ghotbzadeh  had  no  evidence  for  his  beliefs. 
More  compelling,  however,  was  Bourget’s  sug¬ 
gestion  that  the  Republicans  whom  Ghotbza¬ 
deh  thought  were  dealing  with  the  Iranians 
were  not  the  Republicans  who  figure  promi¬ 
nently  in  the  October  Surprise  scenario.  Specif¬ 
ically,  Bourget  indicated  that  Ghotbzadeh’s 
speech  before  the  Majlis — in  which  he  men¬ 
tioned  that  the  Republicans  were  dealing  with 
Iranians  came  in  response  to  the  Shah’s  depar¬ 
ture  from  Panama  just  before  the  extradition 
papers  could  be  presented  to  the  Panamanian 
government.  In  Iran,  it  was  believed  then  that 
someone  within  the  Chase  Manhattan  Bank, 
where  the  Shah  has  large  sums  of  money  de¬ 
posited,  was  in  contact  with  Henry  Kissinger, 
who,  in  turn,  informed  the  Shah  of  the  extradi¬ 
tion  papers.  The  Chase  Manhattan  Bank  is  con¬ 
trolled  by  the  Rockefellers,  who  are  Republi¬ 
cans.  Bourget  said  that  the  Rockefellers  were 
probably  most  often  thought  of  as  the  Republi¬ 
cans  Ghotbzadeh  was  referring  to  in  his 


speeche.  The  Ghotbzadeh  statement  may  there¬ 
fore  be  irrelevant  to  the  main  October  Surprise 
hypothesis. 

Second,  as  stated  above,  internal  Iranian  pol¬ 
itics  provide  a  basis  for  concluding  the  clerics 
did  not  have  any  reason  to  strike  a  deal  with 
the  Republicans.201 

Finally,  the  argument  that  Mehdi  Karrubi,  a 
“nobody**  without  close  ties  to  Khomeini, 
could,  because  of  his  anonymity,  be  used  for 
secret  negotiations  with  the  Reagan  campaign, 
is  not  credible.  It  makes  no  sense  that  someone 
without  solid  ties  to  Khomeini  would  be  en¬ 
trusted  with  such  a  sensitive  role.  The  risks  to 
that  individual  would  be  too  great  without  Kho¬ 
meini’s  consent.202 

While  it  is  worth  acknowledging  the  impor¬ 
tant  role  that  Francois  Cheron  and  Christian 
Bourget  played  in  efforts  to  gain  the  release  of 
the  hostages,  the  Task  Force  is  unable  to  verify 
their  conclusions  regarding  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  allegations. 

h.  Nicolas  Ignatiew 

Nicolas  Ignatiew  is  an  arms  dealer  residing  in 
Europe.  He  was  interviewed  by  the  Task  Force 
about  his  involvement  in  arms  trafficking  and 
related  activities  and  to  his  knowledge  of  the 
October  Surprise  allegations.  Ignatiew  stated 
that  he  had  been  actively  selling  arms  for  over 
twenty  years.  He  claimed  to  have  developed 
close  contacts  with  French  intelligence  person¬ 
nel  and  others  who  operate  within  or  on  the 
fringes  of  the  arms  trafficking  arena.203 
Through  these  contacts,  Ignatiew  claimed  that 
he  was  introduced  to  Brenneke  in  about 
1986. 204  Ignatiew  advised  that  he  was  trying  to 
assist  French  authorities  in  gaining  the  release 
of  two  Frenchmen  being  held  hostage  in  Leba¬ 
non.  Ignatiew  thought  that  Brenneke  might  be 
interested  in  trying  to  arrange  a  similar  deal  for 
the  American  hostages  in  Lebanon.  Ignatiew 
said  that  he  made  several  unsuccessful  attempts 
to  arrange  meetings  with  Brenneke  with  no 
success.  After  repeated  failures  to  link  up  with 
Brenneke,  Ignatiew  concluded  that  Brenneke 
was  unreliable.205 

Ignatiew  said  that  his  knowledge  of  the  Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise  allegations  derives  largely  from 
Brenneke.  Ignatiew  is  convinced  that  Brenneke 
invented  his  (Brenneke’s)  involvement  in  the 
October  Surprise  meetings  said  to  have  taken 
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place  in  Paris.  Ignatiew  said  that  an  alleged 
meeting  among  himself,  Brenneke  and  Robert 
Benes — at  which  Ignatiew  was  to  serve  as  the 
translator — this  was  a  total  fabrication.206  Igna¬ 
tiew  implied  that  Brenneke  and  Benes  some¬ 
how  conspired  to  insinuate  themselves  into  the 
alleged  Paris  meetings.  Ignatiew  has  never  met 
Benes.  Furthermore,  he  opined  that  Brenneke’s 
professed  involvement  in  the  October  Surprise 
events  may  have  come  to  pass  as  a  result  of 
Brenneke’s  contacts  with  journalists  covering 
the  October  Surprise  allegations.  Although  he 
offered  no  proof  for  these  views,  Ignatiew  was 
absolutely  convinced  that  Brenneke’s  and 
Benes’  alleged  involvement  in  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  meetings  was  “an  invention’’  of  Richard 
Brenneke. 

Ignatiew  stated  that  he  had  no  specific  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  the  alleged  Paris  meetings. 
He  said  that  after  Brenneke  had  piqued  his  in¬ 
terest  in  these  events,  he  informally  “investigat¬ 
ed”  them  among  his  contacts  within  French  in¬ 
telligence  and  the  arms  community. 

Ignatiew  said  that  based  on  these  “friendly 
contacts”,  he  was  advised  that  a  meeting  did 
occur.  When  pressed  for  details,  however,  Ig¬ 
natiew  categorically  refused  to  answer  specific 
questions.  All  He  would  only  say  that  he  was 
told  that  “four  or  five  people  may  know  some¬ 
thing  and  there  are  two  persons  who  were  wit¬ 
nesses.”  207  He  said  that  based  on  his  discreet 
inquiry  any  such  meeting  would  “have  taken 
place  not  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages, 
but  to  get  them  released  as  soon  as  possi¬ 
ble.”  208  He  again  offered  no  leads,  documents 
or  other  evidence  supporting  this  conclusion 
and  he  refused  to  answer  any  questions  regard¬ 
ing  the  basis  for  his  opinions  or  the  identity  of 
the  people  with  whom  he  had  inquired.  Given 
Ignatiew’s  refusal  to  provide  specific  informa¬ 
tion  or  leads,  the  Task  Force  cannot  give  any 
credit  his  statements. 

i.  Ahmed  Salamatian 

Ahmed  Salamatian  held  a  variety  of  govern¬ 
ment  positions  in  post-Shah  Iran.  In  February, 
1980  he  was  elected  to  the  Majlis,where  he  was 
aligned  with  President  Bani-Sadr.  He  fled  Iran 
in  September,  1981  after  assassination  attempts 
were  made  against  him.209 

Salamatian  also  had  no  contemporary  or  first 
hand  information  regarding  any  secret  dealings 
between  Republicans  and  Iranian  clerics.  Only 


upon  reflection  and  after  consideration  of  the 
views  of  the  others  did  Salamatian  begin  to  be¬ 
lieve  in  the  possibility  of  a  secret  October  Sur¬ 
prise  deal. 

Task  Force  staff  spent  approximately  seven 
hours  interviewing  Salamatian.210  His  analysis 
went  as  follows. 

From  the  initial  attack  on  the  U.S.  embassy 
until  the  appointment  of  Raja’i  as  Prime  Minis¬ 
ter,  Khomeini  found  a  variety  of  reasons  for 
the  continued  detention  of  the  hostages.211 
Many  of  those  reasons  were  transparent,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Salamatian.  In  Salamatian’s  view, 
Khomeini’s  regarded  the  hostages  as  a  means 
by  which  he  could  consolidate  power  in  the 
hands  of  the  mullahs,  at  the  expense  of  the  se¬ 
cularists.  Salamatian  said  that  Khomeini  first 
announced  that  anyone  who  favored  a  release 
of  the  hostages  had  to  be  an  agent  of  the 
United  States.212  Khomeini  then  proclaimed 
that  the  hostages  could  not  be  released  until 
after  the  Iranian  constitution  was  adopted.213 

The  constitution  was  eventually  adopted  and 
it  made  the  prime  minister  the  most  important 
position  in  the  government.  Khomeini  then  de¬ 
clared  that  the  hostages  could  not  be  freed 
until  a  prime  minister  was  selected  by  the 
president.  Bani-Sadr  was  elected  president  in 
January,  1980.  Bani-Sadr  nominated  seven 
people  for  the  position  of  Prime  Minister  and 
all  of  them  were  rejected  by  Khomeini.  Kho¬ 
meini  next  declared  that  the  fate  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  should  be  left  up  to  Parliament.  Parlia¬ 
ment  began  to  discuss  the  hostages  in  June  of 
1980. 214  Parliament  was  divided,  however,  be¬ 
tween  the  Rafsanjani/Beheshti  clerical  faction 
and  the  Bani-Sadr/Barzagan  secularist  faction. 
The  hostage  debate  went  nowhere  because 
Khomeini  was  more  concerned  with  orchestrat¬ 
ing  the  selection  of  Raja’i  as  prime  minister 
than  he  was  in  releasing  the  hostages.  Raja’i 
was  aligned  with  Khomeini.  With  the  ascension 
of  Raja’i  to  prime  minister,  Khomeini  would 
control  all  of  the  important  levers  of  power  in 
the  Iranian  government. 

Raja’i  was  named  Prime  Minister  on  Septem¬ 
ber  5,  1980.  From  that  point  forward,  Salama¬ 
tian  said,  Khomeini  had  no  need  for  the  hos¬ 
tages.  As  a  result,  Tabatabai  was  sent  to  Ger¬ 
many  to  negotiate  their  release.  Even  though 
Khomeini  had  decided  to  rid  himself  of  the 
hostages,  it  took  until  January  1981  to  corn- 
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plete  the  negotiations.  Salamatian  believes  the 
delay  was  due  either  to  the  fact  that  the  Iranian 
government  was  incompetent,  or  that  they  had 
an  ulterior  motive  for  stretching  out  the  negoti¬ 
ations  until  after  the  American  election.  Sala¬ 
matian  concluded  the  latter  was  the  case,  citing 
the  debates  of  the  Majles  to  support  his  posi¬ 
tion.215 

Specifically,  Salamatian  referred  to  the  de¬ 
bates  of  the  55th  Session  of  Parliament  (Octo¬ 
ber  2,  1980),  the  61st  Session  (October  22, 
1980),  the  62nd  Session  (October  26,  1980)  the 
63rd  Session  (November  2,  1980)  and  the 
100th  Session  (January  21,  1981).  He  claimed 
that  his  views  were  supported  by  the  parlia¬ 
mentary  rhetoric  which  sugggested  an  inten¬ 
tional  effort  on  the  part  of  Khomeini’s  allies  to 
delay  a  resolution  of  the  crisis.216 

Each  of  the  Majlis  debates  cited  by  Salama¬ 
tian  were  translated  and  analyzed  by  the  Task 
Force.  The  debate  was  long-winded,  redundant 
and  pedantic,  but  there  is  absolutely  no  men¬ 
tion  of  any  secret  deal  to  manipulate  the  timing 
of  the  release  of  the  hostages.  To  the  contrary, 
many  of  the  speeches,  especially  those  made 
during  the  63rd  Session  on  November  2,  1980, 
express  the  view  that  the  outcome  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  elections  should  not  play  a  role  in  deter¬ 
minating  when  and  under  what  conditions  the 
hostages  should  eventually  be  released.217  Fur¬ 
thermore,  throughout  the  Majlis  debate  of  No¬ 
vember  2,  1980,  many  speakers  point  out  that, 
as  far  as  Iran  is  concerned,  there  is  no  differ¬ 
ence  between  Reagan  and  Carter.  No  mention 
is  made  of  any  arms  deal  in  the  debates.  In 
fact,  the  vitriolic  rhetoric  directed  at  Israel  and 
American  supporters  undermines  the  notion 
that  there  could  have  been  the  kind  of  secret 
collaboration  between  the  clerics  and  the  Israe¬ 
lis  alleged  by  the  those  claiming  to  have  partici¬ 
pated  in  the  October  Paris  meetings. 

Hence,  while  Salamatian’s  reasoning  appears 
superficially  plausible  and  he  appears  to  be  a 
credible  individual,  the  documents  he  provided 
do  not  support  his  analysis.218  Salamatian,  like 
Bani-Sadr  and  several  others,  sought  to  explain 
the  stops  and  starts  of  the  hostage  negotiations 
process  by  reference  to  a  single  conspiracy 
theory.  Such  an  analysis,  while  expedient,  is  not 
grounded  in  fact. 


j.  Investigative  Reporters 

The  Task  Force  interviewed  two  investigative 
reporters  with  ties  to  intelligence  matters.  One 
is  Claude  Angeli,  chief  editor  for  Canard  En- 
chaine a  French  newspaper,  and  the  other 
David  A.  Andelman,  a  former  television  corre¬ 
spondent  and  now  a  writer. 

Angeli  investigated  the  October  Surprise  al¬ 
legations  to  determine  the  extent  of  the  French 
invovlement.  Angeli  spoke  to  sources  in  French 
intelligence  (SDECE)  and  who  claimed  that  de 
Marenches  had  provided  “cover”  for  a  meeting 
between  American  Republicans  and  Iranians  in 
France  between  October  18-19,  1980.  Specifi¬ 
cally  Angeli’s  sources  stated  that  SDECE  pro¬ 
vided  security  for  a  meeting  so  that  its  sub¬ 
stance  and  existence  would  remain  secret. 
None  of  his  sources,  however,  claimed  to  have 
had  any  involvement  in  this  alleged  operation. 

Angeli’s  sources  also  claimed  that  de  Mar¬ 
enches  utilized  a  select  group  of  loyal  intelli¬ 
gence  operatives,  hand-selected  because  de 
Marenches  could  corn/  on  their  strict  confiden¬ 
tiality.  Angeli  further  states  that  his  sources 
claimed  that  no  files  existed  within  SDECE  on 
this  meeting,  despite  a  search  by  Angeli’s 
sources.  As  a  consequence,  while  Angeli  con¬ 
sidered  his  sources  to  be  reliable,  he  was  not 
satisfied  that  the  allegation  had  been  proven. 
As  a  result,  he  never  published  the  results  of 
his  investigation. 

The  second  reporter,  David  A.  Andelman, 
had  a  confidential  relationship  with  the  former 
chief  of  French  intelligence,  Alexandre  de  Mar¬ 
enches,  with  whom  he  had  worked  for  several 
years  as  the  co-author  of  his  biography,  which 
was  published  in  1992. 219  Andelman  told  the 
Task  Force220  that  during  the  course  of  ninety 
hours  of  interviews  with  de  Marenches  between 
late  1988  and  late  1991,  de  Marenches  told  him 
about  the  reported  stories  concerning  meetings 
in  Paris  in  1980. 221  According  to  Andelman,  de 
Marenches  acknowledged  setting  up  a  meeting 
in  Paris  between  Casey  and  some  Iranians  in 
late  October  of  1980. 222  Andelman  could  offer 
no  additional  details.  Additionally,  Andelman 
was  not  able  to  recall  in  the  course  of  their  ex¬ 
change,  the  state  of  his  (Andelman’s)  own 
knowledge  of  “these  stories”  at  the  time  he 
questioned  de  Marenches,  or  the  state  of  de 
Marenches’  knowledge  as  to  these  allega¬ 
tions.223  Moreover,  Andelman  stated  that  de 


Marenches  had  only  cryptically  commented  on 
these  discussions,  off  the  record,  and  had  not 
given  him  any  details  as  to  the  participants  in 
the  meeting,  where  the  meeting  occurred,  or  its 
stated  purpose.224  Andelman  testified  he  did 
not  pursue  that  information  further  because  de 
Marenches  did  not  want  it  included  in  the 
book.225 

Andelman  further  noted  that  de  Marenches 
was  a  man  of  considerable  ego.  Andelman 
could  not  therefore  rule  out  the  possibility  that 
de  Marenches  had  told  him  that  he  was  aware 
of  and  involved  in  the  Casey  meetings  because 
he,  de  Marenches,  could  not  risk  telling  his  bi¬ 
ographer  he  had  no  knowledge  of  these  allega¬ 
tions  at  a  point  when  they  were  as  yet  unpro¬ 
ven.226  Andelman  speculated  that  if  something 
of  that  magnitude  involving  William  J.  Casey 
had  in  fact  happened  during  de  Marenches’ 
tenure,  without  his  knowledge,  it  would  have 
been  very  embarrassing  to  him.227  Indeed,  An¬ 
delman  acknowledged,  that  for  de  Marenches 
to  have  denied  any  involvement  in,  or  knowl¬ 
edge  of,  such  a  meeting  would  have  cast  grave 
doubts  about  the  true  nature  of  his  relationship 
with  Casey  should  it  ever  be  proven  to  have 
happened.228 

In  light  of  the  above,  the  Task  Force’s  assess¬ 
ment  of  Andelman’s  testimony  was  that  while 
he  was  credible  with  respect  to  his  recollection 
that  de  Marenches  told  him  that  he  had  ar¬ 
ranged  some  form  of  a  meeting  between  Casey 
and  some  Iranians,  this  purported  statement 
was  of  little  probative  value  given  its  cryptic 
nature.  While  the  Task  Force  conducted  a  brief 
interview  noted  below  with  de  Marenches  prior 
to  Andelman’s  testimony,  it  was  unable  to 
reach  de  Marenches  to  confront  him  with  An¬ 
delman’s  testimony.  Accordingly,  the  Task 
Force  concludes  that  this  uncorroborated  and 
unverified  statement  is  insufficiently  probative 
to  overcome  the  great  weight  of  evidence  indi¬ 
cating  that  no  such  meeting  occurred. 

k.  De  Marenches  and  De  Marolles 

Alexander  de  Marenches  was  the  director 
general  of  SDECE  from  1969  through  1981. 
^\lain  Gagneron  de  Marolles  was  the  director  of 
operations  at  SDECE  until  1980.  It  has  been  al¬ 
leged  that  de  Marenches  and/or  de  Marolles 
knew  about,  approved  and  provided  cover  for 
the  Paris  meetings  between  Reagan  campaign 
officials  and  Iranian  officials. 


Task  Force  counsel  separately  interviewed  de 
Marenches  and  de  Marolles  separately  in  Paris, 
prior  to  David  Andelman’s  testimony.  De  Mar¬ 
enches  specifically  denied  any  knowledge  of  or 
participation  in  October  meetings  concerning 
the  American  hostages.  He  stated  that  during 
the  summer  and  fall  of  1980  he  did  not  meet 
with  Bill  Casey  anywhere  in  Europe.  He  further 
stated  that  neither  he  nor  any  present  or 
former  members  of  SDECE  ever,  with  his 
knowledge  or  consent,  provide  cover  for  any 
hostage-related  meeting  at  any  hotel  or  other 
location  in  Paris.229  Finally,  he  stated  that 
during  the  intervening  years  he  personally  had 
not  been  told  by  any  individual  that  such  a 
meeting  took  place.230 

De  Marenches  was  also  asked  about  his  trip 
to  see  President-elect  Reagan  in  California  in 
December  1980.  He  was  asked  whether  his  invi¬ 
tation  was  related  to  alleged  assistance  in  ar¬ 
ranging  the  Paris  meeting.  He  denied  this  and 
explained  that  he  was  invited  to  see  President¬ 
elect  Reagan  through  “mutual  friends’’,  not  by 
Bill  Casey.231 

Alain  de  Marolles  also  categorically  denied 
involvement  in  or  knowledge  of  any  secret 
meetings  in  Paris  or  elsewhere.  He  stated  that 
he  had  left  SDECE  prior  to  October,  1980  and 
was  not  in  a  position  to  participate  in  or  pro¬ 
vide  cover  for  any  such  meetings,  de  Marolles 
also  denied  any  involvement  or  approval  of 
arms  deals  232  as  part  of  a  quid  pro  quo  for  the 
hostages.233  He  indicated  that  he  knew  none  of 
the  individuals  involved  in  the  later  arms  ship¬ 
ments.  He  claimed  to  have  first  heard  about  the 
October  Surprise  hypothesis  when  contacted  by 
a  reporter  in  1990  or  1991. 

The  Task  Force  found  it  difficult  to  evaluate 
the  information  obtained  from  these  individ¬ 
uals.  Although  both  de  Marenches  and  de  Mar¬ 
olles  had  denied  knowledge  of  any  such  meet¬ 
ings,  neither  Andelman  nor  Angeli  appeared  to 
have  a  hidden  motive  or  agenda  when  describ¬ 
ing  for  the  Task  Force  their  knowledge  of  the 
Paris  allegations.  While  the  Task  Force  found 
both  reporters  to  be  credible,  neither  reporter 
had  ever  found  any  evidence  to  corroborate 
these  stories.  The  Task  Force  was  also  unable 
to  corroborate  these  stories.  The  Task  Force 
was  unable  to  obtain  the  identity  of,  let  alone 
interview,  the  intelligence  sources  cited  by 
Angeli.  The  Task  Force  was  also  unable  to  con- 
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from  de  Marenches  with  the  specific  statements 
reported  by  Andelman.  As  a  result,  it  is  difficult 
for  the  Task  Force  to  give  any  probative  value 
to  unsubstantiated  hearsay  allegations  regard¬ 
ing  a  matter  as  serious  as  the  one  being  al¬ 
leged.  In  balance,  such  evidence,  standing 
alone,  is  wholly  insufficient  to  establish  the  fact 
of  the  October  Paris  meetings,  especially  as 
compared  to  the  overwhelming  credible  evi¬ 
dence  which  tends  to  refute  this  allegation. 

4.  Documentary  Evidence 

The  Task  Force  tried  to  locate  corroborative 
evidence  of  the  alleged  Paris  meetings  through 
a  variety  of  sources.  The  Task  Force’s  investi¬ 
gation  of  the  hotels  in  which  the  Paris  meetings 
are  alleged  to  have  occurred  produced  no  cor¬ 
roborative  evidence. 

a.  The  Hotel  Ritz  Paris 

The  Task  Force  staff  met  and  interviewed 
staff  of  the  Ritz  Hotel  Paris,  which  Ari  Ben- 
Menashe  said  was  the  site  of  the  “big  confer¬ 
ence”.  With  the  cooperation  of  the  hotel  staff, 
the  Task  Force  staff  made  a  survey  of  the 
premises  which  confirmed  that  the  hotel  does 
not  have  the  conference  facilities  described  by 
Ben-Menashe.234  Large  ballroom  facilities  on 
the  first  floor  of  the  hotel  are  used  only  for 
public  events.  There  are  no  conference  facili¬ 
ties  on  this  floor.  The  hotel  suites  are  large 
enough  to  accommodate  a  meeting,  but  they 
do  not  fit  Ben-Menashe’s  description  of  the 
room  in  which  the  meeting  is  alleged  to  have 
been  held.  The  hotel  has  neither  an  elevator 
which  can  be  locked  off  with  a  key  nor  a  con¬ 
cierge  elevator  casting  doubt  on  Ben-Menashe’s 
description  of  how  George  Bush  and  William 
Casey  arrived  at  the  meeting.235 

At  the  request  of  the  Task  Force  staff,  Ritz 
staff  examined  their  computerized  and  manual 
records  of  customer  attendance  for  the  relevant 
time  period.  None  of  the  individuals  whose 
names  were  searched,  all  of  whom  were  alleged 
to  have  attended  the  meeting,236  were  guests  at 
the  hotel  during  the  month  of  October  1980. 

b.  The  Hotel  Raphael 

The  Task  Force  tried  to  conduct  a  similar  in¬ 
vestigation  at  the  Hotel  Raphael,  alleged  by 
others  237  to  be  the  site  of  Paris  meetings.  By 
letter  dated  May  21,  1992,  Alain  Astier,  general 


manager  advised  that  the  hotel  would  not  be 
able  to  answer  Task  Force  inquiries  because  of 
French  privacy  laws.238 

c.  Paris  Hilton 

The  Paris  Hilton  advised  the  Task  Force  that 
it  did  not  maintain  records  dating  back  to 
1980. 

d.  Hotel  Waldorf-Florida 

The  Hotel  Waldorf-Florida  refused  to  coop¬ 
erate  formally  with  the  Task  Force.  On  a  visit 
to  the  hotel,  however,  the  day  manager  advised 
a  Task  Force  investigator  that  the  Hotel  main¬ 
tained  no  records  dating  back  to  1980. 

5.  Evidence  Which  Tends  to 
Refute  the  Allegations — The 
Whereabouts  of  Principle  Parties 

Allegations  of  Paris  meetings  between  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  1980  Reagan  campaign  and 
Iranian  government  officials  to  finalize  a  hos¬ 
tage  deal  are  largely  premised  upon  the  stories 
told  by  individuals  said  to  have  personal  knowl¬ 
edge  of  the  alleged  events  or  hearsay  knowl¬ 
edge  of  accounts  given  by  others.  All  of  these 
accounts  place  the  meetings  in  Paris  during  the 
period  of  October  15-20,  1980.  Using  docu¬ 
ments  and  testimony,  the  Task  Force  was  able, 
with  a  substantial  degree  of  certainty,  to  recon¬ 
struct  the  whereabouts  of  the  alleged  key  par¬ 
ticipants  in  the  Paris  meetings  during  the  rele¬ 
vant  time  period.  This  reconstruction  shows 
that  it  would  have  been  impossible  for  William 
Casey,  George  Bush,  and  Cyrus  Hashemi  to 
have  attended  the  alleged  meetings. 

a.  The  Whereabouts  of  William  Casey 

Documents  and  testimony  obtained  by  the 
Task  Force  indicate  that  William  Casey  could 
not  have  been  in  Paris  during  the  time  period 
of  October  15-20,  1980  when  he  is  alleged  to 
have  participated  in  October  Surprise  meet¬ 
ings.239 

Documents  indicate  that  Casey  was  in  the 
Washington,  D.C.  area  on  October  15.  The  As¬ 
sociated  Press  reported  that,  on  October  15, 
Casey  commented  publicly  that  Reagan  had 
agreed  to  a  three-man  debate.240  In  addition, 
the  campaign  headquarters  visitor  logs  indicate 
that  Casey’s  brother  and  sister-in-law  visited 


him  at  the  headquarters  in  Arlington,  Virginia 
at  7:30  p.m.241  Lawrence  Casey,  William 

Casey’s  nephew,  confirmed  that  his  parents 
were  visiting  Washington,  D.C.  during  part  of 
that  week  and  verified  George  and  Rita  Casey’s 
signatures  on  the  log.242  Casey’s  credit  card  re¬ 
ceipts  indicate  that  he  had  drinks  and  dinner  at 
the  Jockey  Club  in  downtown  Washington  that 
evening. 243 

Documentary  evidence  also  indicates  that  on 
October  16,  Casey  was  at  the  Arlington,  Virgin¬ 
ia  headquarters  during  the  day  and  traveled  to 
New  York  in  the  evening.  A  campaign  memo¬ 
randum  from  Casey  regarding  a  Carter  propos¬ 
al  on  windfall  tax  credits  is  dated  October 
16. 244  In  addition,  on  the  morning  of  October 
16,  Casey  sent  two  Western  Union  telegrams, 
including  one  to  the  Carter  campaign,  regard¬ 
ing  a  proposed  three-way  debate  between  the 
presidential  candidates.245  According  to  the 
campaign  visitor  logs,  Casey  also  received  three 
visitors  that  day.246 

Evidence  also  indicates  that  Casey  attended 
the  A1  Smith  dinner  in  New  York  on  the 
evening  of  October  16.  The  A1  Smith  dinner  is 
a  major  traditional  political  dinner  which  both 
President  Carter  and  Governor  Reagan  attend¬ 
ed  in  1980.  Two  witnesses  stated  that  Casey 
was  present  and  that  they  had  drinks  with  him 
at  the  Waldorf  Astoria  Hotel  after  the 
dinner.247  Casey’s  personal  calendar  indicates 
that  Casey  planned  to  attend  the  dinner.248  A 
letter  from  Casey  dated  October  16  to  the  A1 
Smith  Foundation  states,  “I  appreciate  your  ar¬ 
ranging  five  seats  for  me  at  the  dinner  tonight 
and  I  enclose  a  contribution  to  the  Alfred  E. 
Smith  Foundation.”  249  In  addition,  records 
from  the  Alfred  E.  Smith  Foundation  show 
Casey  seated  on  the  dais.250 

According  to  newspaper  accounts,  on  Friday, 
October  17,  Casey  attended  an  early  morning 
meeting  with  Governor  Reagan  and  senior  ad¬ 
visors  at  the  Waldorf  Hotel  where  the  A1  Smith 
dinner  had  been  held  the  night  before  to  dis¬ 
cuss  the  proposed  presidential  debate.251  A 
credit  card  receipt  signed  by  William  Casey  in¬ 
dicates  that  he  had  dinner  in  Arlington,  Virgin¬ 
ia  at  the  Lido  di  Venezia  restaurant  that 
evening.252 

On  October  18,  1980,  the  Reagan  campaign 
headquarters  visitors  log  indicates  that  Casey 
received  a  visitor  at  campaign  headquarters  at 
9:50  a.m.253  Another  entry  indicates  that 


Casey’s  brother,  George,  and  his  wife,  Rita,  vis¬ 
ited  Casey  at  11:50  a.m.254  Larry  Casey  verified 
his  parents*  signatures  on  the  campaign  visitor 
logs  and,  although  he  could  not  specifically 
recall  the  date,  believed  they  visited  the  head¬ 
quarters  on  Saturday,  October  18. 255  A  final 
entry  in  the  log  indicates  Casey  himself  entered 
the  campaign  headquarters  at  11:30  p.m.  and 
visited  the  “Ops”  center  for  approximately 
twenty  minutes.256 

The  Task  Force  received  testimony  that 
Casey  was  in  the  Washington,  D.C.  area  on 
Sunday,  October  19,  1980.  Casey’s  nephew, 
Larry  Casey  told  the  Task  Force  about  several 
meetings  his  uncle  had  with  his  parents  who 
were  visiting  the  Washington  area  from  New 
York  for  the  weekend  to  celebrate  their  32nd 
wedding  anniversary.  He  recalled  that  his 
father  spoke  with  William  Casey  by  telephone 
on  the  morning  of  Sunday,  October  19,  the  last 
day  of  his  parents’  visit.  Larry  Casey  remem¬ 
bered  this  call  because  his  father  and  uncle  en¬ 
gaged  in  what  Larry  felt  was  a  heated  conversa¬ 
tion  regarding  a  business  deal.  William  Casey’s 
personal  records  found  by  the  Task  Force  at 
his  New  York  home  indicate  that  he  did  have 
business  dealings  with  his  brother,  George. 
Larry  Casey  recalls  that  he  also  spoke  with  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey  during  that  telephone  call  and 
based  on  the  clarity  of  the  connection  believed 
it  to  be  a  local  call.257  In  addition,  Larry  Casey 
recalled  that  his  father  and  uncle  discussed  the 
possibility  of  meeting  for  brunch  or  lunch 
before  his  father  left  to  drive  back  to  New 
York.258  The  discussion  of  a  midday  meal  sug¬ 
gests  that  William  Casey  was  in  the  local  area 
on  Sunday. 

The  Task  Force  believes  that  Casey  traveled 
from  the  Washington,  D.C.  area  to  Cincinnati, 
Ohio  on  the  morning  of  Monday,  October  20, 
1980.  Casey’s  calendar  indicates  an  unidenti¬ 
fied  8:00  a.m.  appointment  at  the  Metropolitan 
Club  in  Washington.259  Because  the  Metropoli¬ 
tan  Club  routinely  destroys  outdated  records, 
the  Task  Force  was  unable  to  verify  this  meet¬ 
ing.260 

Casey’s  calendar  also  indicates  an  engage¬ 
ment  at  10:00  a.m.  in  Cincinnati,  Ohio  on  Oc¬ 
tober  20,  1980. 261  The  Task  Force  concluded 
that  Casey  traveled  to  Cincinnati  to  attend 
Governor  Reagan’s  address  to  a  conference  of 
Catholic  School  Superintendents.262  Casey’s 
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driver  testified  that  he  recalled  driving  Casey 
only  once  to  the  tarmac  at  Dulles  airport  for 
Casey  to  join  the  campaign  plane  for  a  trip  to 
Cincinnati.263  The  PBS  television  show,  Front¬ 
line,  included  a  photograph  of  Casey  with 
Reagan  in  Cincinnati.264  In  addition,  a  memo¬ 
randum  that  Casey  wrote  to  Mike  Deaver  on 
October  21,  states,  “I  talked  to  Howard  Baker 
on  the  plane  yesterday  .  .  .”  indicating  that 
Casey  did  travel  on  the  campaign  plane  with 
Reagan  on  the  previous  day,  October  20. 265 

Casey’s  calendars  also  show  several  other 
meetings  scheduled  for  that  afternoon  which 
the  Task  Force  was  unable  to  confirm.  Howev¬ 
er,  an  American  Express  credit  card  receipt 
signed  by  William  Casey  and  dated  October  20, 
shows  that  Casey  made  a  purchase  at  the  King 
Dynastv/Sorabol  Restaurant  in  Arlington,  Vir¬ 
ginia  in  the  amount  of  $13.05,  indicating  that 
he  had  returned  to  the  Washington  area  later 
that  day.  This  is  a  restaurant  located  close  to 
the  Reagan-Bush  campaign  headquarters  and 
frequented  by  the  campaign  staff.266 

The  Task  Force  could  not  determine  the 
whereabouts  of  Casey  for  October  21,  1980. 
The  page  for  October  21,  1980,  is  missing 
from  the  Casey  desk  calendar  and  could  not  be 
located  by  the  Task  Force.  Casey’s  other  calen¬ 
dar  contained  no  entries  for  October  2 1 . 

The  Task  Force  has  determined  that  Casey 
was  in  the  Washington  area  on  October  22, 
1980.  The  Reagan  campaign  headquarters  visi¬ 
tor  log  shows  that  Casey  received  visitors  at 
2:30  p.m.  and  3:35  p.m.267  Casey’s  calendar 
also  indicates  a  7:30  p.m.  meeting  with  Whitey 
Rogers,  although  no  location  was  noted. 
Casey’s  “Monthly  Minder’’  calendar  contained 
no  entries  for  October  22. 

The  Task  Force  believes  that  it  is  highly  im¬ 
probable  that  Casey  could  have  been  back  in 
the  Washington  area  by  2:30  p.m.  on  October 
22  if  he  traveled  to  Paris  for  the  multiple  meet¬ 
ings  alleged  following  his  trip  to  Cincinnati. 
Moreover,  the  primary  allegations  of  the  Paris 
meetings  do  not  include  meetings  after  Octo¬ 
ber  20,  1980. 268 

b.  The  whereabouts  of  Cyrus  Hashemi 

Electronic  intercepts  demonstrate  conclusive¬ 
ly  that  the  allegations  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  at¬ 
tended  meetings  between  Iranians  and  Reagan 
election  campaign  officials  including  William 
Casey  in  Paris,  France,  between  October  18-20, 


1980  are  false.  Based  upon  intercepted  tele¬ 
phone  calls  in  which  Hashemi  participated,  the 
FBI  surveillance  shows  that  Hashemi  did  not 
leave  the  United  States  between  October  14, 
1980  and  October  28,  1980.  (See  chart  no.  2). 

For  example,  an  analysis  of  the  intercepted 
telephone  conversations  during  this  relevant 
mid-October,  1980  time  period  show  that 
Cyrus,  while  in  the  United  States,  was  regularly 
discussing  his  attempts  to  inject  himself  into 
the  hostage  issue,  keeping  in  touch  with  Admi¬ 
ral  Madani,  assisting  in  the  financing  of  John 
Shaheen’s  refinery,  trying  to  locate  assets  of 
the  Shah,  attempting  to  obtain  military  equip¬ 
ment  and  conducting  personal  business.  For 
example,  on  October  18,  1980  at  4:44  p.m., 
Cyrus  speaks  with  Stanley  Pottinger  about 
whether  Cyrus  ought  to  attempt  to  meet  with 
Iranian  Prime  Minister  Rajai  in  New  York 
during  the  latter’s  United  Nations  visit.  On  Oc¬ 
tober  19,  at  4:31  p.m.,  Cyrus  speaks  with  his 
brother,  Reza,  about  the  public  status  of  the 
hostage  issue.  On  October  20,  shortly  after 
noon,  Cyrus  tells  his  wife  he  is  not  sure  wheth¬ 
er  or  not  he  will  be  home  for  dinner.  Shortly, 
before  7:00  p.m.,  Cyrus  is  speaking  with  a  re¬ 
porter  regarding  certain  outstanding  lawsuits. 
Similarly,  earlier  in  the  day,  Cyrus  speaks  with 
an  associate  about  trying  to  obtain  arms  for  the 
Iranian  Air  Force  and  Navy.  The  telephone 
calls  also  are  significant  during  this  period  in 
that  Cyrus  is  not  discussing  on  any  conversa¬ 
tion  efforts  to  delay  the  hostage  release  as  a 
result  of  any  deal  or  understanding  with 
Reagan-Bush  campaign  officials. 

c.  The  Whereabouts  of  Donald  Gregg 

At  his  deposition,  Ambassador  Gregg  strong¬ 
ly  denied  that  he  was  in  Paris  during  October, 
1980.  Both  his  recollection  and  contemporane¬ 
ously  made  diary  entries  provided  by  him  to 
the  Task  Force  indicated  that  he  was  at  Reho- 
both  Beach,  Delaware  on  the  weekend  of  Octo¬ 
ber  17,  1980. 269  The  diary  entries  reflected  Am¬ 
bassador  Gregg’s  tennis  and  swimming  activi¬ 
ties  with  his  family  on  that  weekend.270  Ambas¬ 
sador  Gregg  explained  that  he  remembered  the 
weekend  well  because  his  daughter,  Lucy,  had 
been  married  two  weekends  before  on  October 
4  and,  after  a  brief  honeymoon,  her  husband 
had  to  return  to  his  foreign  service  posting 
overseas.  Ambassador  Gregg  also  identified 


photographs,  dated  as  developed  in  October 
1980,  which  he  specifically  recalled  being  taken 
during  that  weekend.  Ambassador  Gregg  noted 
that  in  one  of  the  pictures  a  wedding  band  was 
visible  on  his  daughter’s  finger  indicating  that 
the  photograph  had  to  have  been  taken  after 
October  4,  1980. 

During  the  trial  of  Richard  Brenneke,  Am¬ 
bassador  Gregg  was  also  asked  about  a  dispute 
regarding  the  weather  that  weekend.  He  indi¬ 
cated  that  the  weather  was  ....  “mostly 
cloudy.  It  didn’t  rain,  but  it  was  not  bright  sun¬ 
shine,  but  it  was — there  wasn’t  a  lot  of  wind, 
and  there  was — it  was  warm  enough  so  that  I 
went  in  or  I  think  we  all  went  swimming.’’  271 
He  also  indicated  that  the  ocean  water  in  Octo¬ 
ber  was  actually  quite  warm,  often  warmer  than 
the  air  temperature,  and  that  the  swimming  was 
often  comfortable. 

The  Task  Force  also  deposed  Margaret 
Gregg,  Ambassador  Gregg’s  wife.  Mrs.  Gregg 
also  specifically  recalled  the  beach  weekend  as 
being  October  17-19,  1980.  Her  calendar  for 
the  year  1980  also  showed  a  beach  weekend  on 
those  dates.272  She  identified  the  photographs 
of  her  daughter,  her  husband  and  herself  and 
generally  corroborated  Ambassador  Gregg’s 
testimony.273 

Finally,  the  Task  Force  deposed  Lucy  Gregg 
Buckley  who  corroborated  the  recollections  of 
her  mother  and  father,  specifically  noting  that 
this  was  the  only  weekend  that  fall  she  recalled 
going  to  the  beach.274  The  Task  Force  found 
the  testimony  of  Ambassador  Gregg  and  his 
family  to  be  credible,  consistent  and  well  cor¬ 
roborated  by  the  documents  they  produced. 

d.  The  Whereabouts  of  Robert  Gates 

During  Robert  Gates’  1991  confirmation 
hearings  to  be  Director  of  Central  Intelligence, 
Ari  Ben-Menashe  alleged  to  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  that  Robert  Gates 
conspired  with  the  Reagan-Bush  campaign  to 
delay  release  of  the  American  hostages  and  was 
present  at  various  meetings  including  those  in 
Paris.  Gates,  under  oath,  denied  the  allega¬ 
tions.275  The  Committee  later  reported  that  in¬ 
vestigations  by  the  FBI  and  the  CIA  inspector 
general,  including  analyses  of  Gates’  calendars 
and  travel  records,  provided  no  credible  evi¬ 
dence  to  confirm  Ben-Menashe’s  allegations.276 
The  Task  Force  is  aware  of  no  evidence  to  the 
contrary. 


e.  The  Whereabouts  of  George  Bush 

Beginning  on  July  17,  1980,  when  George 
Bush  was  nominated  to  be  vice-president  at  the 
Republican  National  Convention  in  Detroit,  he 
received  around-the-clock  protection  by  the 
United  States  Secret  Service.277  Perhaps  the 
most  provocative  part  of  the  October  Surprise 
hypothesis  is  the  allegation  that  then  Vice  Pres¬ 
idential  candidate  George  Bush  attended  a  por¬ 
tion  of  the  October  1980  Paris  meetings.  The 
Task  Force  investigated  Bush’s  whereabouts 
during  the  period  of  the  alleged  meetings. 

The  Task  Force  conducted  interviews  and 
depositions  with,  and  in  some  instances  ob¬ 
tained  sworn  affidavits  from  U.S.  Secret  Service 
agents  assigned  to  George  and  Barbara  Bush’s 
campaign  security  residence  detail.278  Informa¬ 
tion  was  obtained  from  the  detail  leader, 
deputy  detail  leader,  shift  leaders,  and  at  least 
one  line  agent  assigned  to  each  shift.  Few’  of 
these  agents  had  any  current  recollections  of 
specific  events  during  the  October  18-22, 
1980,  all  of  the  agents  clearly  recalled  that 
Bush  did  not  engage  in  any  foreign  travel 
during  this  period.279 

United  States  Senate  Report  at  104-105. 

After  substantial  negotiation  the  Task  Force 
was  given  access  to  original  Secret  Service  shift 
reports  in  unredacted  form.  Counsel  reviewed 
the  original  shift  reports  for  October  19,  1980. 
Those  shift  reports  appeared  to  be  intact  and 
without  any  visible  alteration.  These  reports 
confirm  Bush’s  continuous  presence  in  the 
United  States  during  the  relevant  time  period. 

Robert  W.  Keefe,  Jr.,  chief  of  the  Manage¬ 
ment  Organization  Division  of  the  U.S.  Secret 
Service,  testified  that  he  was  custodian  for 
records  of  the  shift  reports  of  the  Bush  protec¬ 
tive  details  and  found  not  only  no  unusual  al¬ 
terations  or  unusual  entries  on  the  documents, 
but  also  no  indication  of  travel  to  France 
during  the  period  of  July  17,  1980  through  No¬ 
vember  4,  1980. 280 

Given  the  passage  of  12  years  and  the  hectic 
pace  maintained  by  Secret  Service  agents  on 
campaign,  the  Task  Force  did  not  find  it  sur¬ 
prising  that  virtually  none  of  the  Secret  Service 
agents  assigned  to  the  Bush  protective  detail 
specifically  recalled  the  events  of  October 
18-22.  One  agent,  Special  Agent  Tanis  claimed 
to  recall  specifically  that  Bush  went  with  his 
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wife  to  Chevy  Chase  Country  Club  for  about  an 
hour  and  a  half  on  Sunday,  October  19,  1980 
to  have  lunch  with  Associate  Supreme  Court 
Justice  Potter  Stewart  and  his  wife.281  The  Task 
Force  also  obtained  access  to  a  Secret  Service 
site  survey  prepared  in  anticipation  of  Bush’s 
October  19,  1980,  luncheon.282  This  document 
supports  the  shift  reports  regarding  Bush’s 
whereabouts  on  October  19,  1980.  However, 
while  Tanis’  recollection  of  George  Bush’s 
whereabouts  is  supported  by  the  shift  reports, 
he  was  in  error  regarding  Barbara  Bush  having 
been  present  at  the  luncheon.283 

Other  agents  interviewed  or  deposed  recalled 
the  intensity  of  21 -day  campaign  protective  de¬ 
tails.  Each  conceded  that  one  event  often 
merged  into  another.  Each  agreed,  however, 
that  anything  out  of  the  ordinary,  in  addition  to 
being  reflected  in  the  shift  reports,  would  have 
clearly  stuck  out  in  their  minds.  A  foreign  trip 
in  the  middle  of  one  of  the  protective  details 
would  have  been  such  an  event.  While  the 
agents  generally  indicated  that  they  did  not 
recall  the  events  of  a  specific  day,  each  believed 
that  he  would  have  clearly  remembered  any 
foreign  travel  by  candidate  Bush  occurred 
during  his  shift  rotation,  particularly  travel  to 
Paris,  France.  This  is  so  both  because  of  the  in¬ 
credible  logistical  burden  it  would  have  en¬ 
tailed  for  protection  details  to  have  travelled 
with  him  abroad  and  because  any  absence  of 
the  protected  candidate  would  have  been  im¬ 
mediately  noticed.  No  such  trip  was  recalled  by 
any  of  the  agents.  In  the  opinion  of  the  Task 
Force,  these  records  and  testimony  conclusively 
prove  candidate  George  Bush’s  whereabouts  in 
October,  1980.  The  Task  Force  has  determined 
that  Bush  did  not  travel  to  Paris  during  the 
period  of  time  in  question  as  has  been  alleged 
by  many  October  Surprise  witnesses. 

B.  Ronald  Reagan  Statement 

On  June  15,  1991,  former  President  Reagan 
was  asked  by  reporters  during  a  golf  game 
about  the  October  Surprise  allegations  and  the 
suggestion  that  his  1980  campaign  staff  had 
acted  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages: 

PRES.  REAGAN:  I  did  some  things 
actually  the  other  way,  to  try  and  be  of 
help  in  getting  those  hostages — I  felt 
very  sorry  for  them — and  getting  them 
out  of  there.  And  this  whole  thing, 


that  I  was  worried  about  that  as  a  cam¬ 
paign  thing,  is  absolute  fiction.  I  did 
some  things  to  try  the  other  way. 

NARRATOR:  When  pressed  to  ex¬ 
plain  what  he  had  done,  Reagan  sug¬ 
gested  that  there  might  have  been 
some  contacts. 

PRES.  REAGAN:  Every  effort  on  my 
part  was  directed  toward  bringing 
them  home. 

REPORTER:  Does  that  mean  con¬ 
tacts  with  the  Iranian  government? 

PRES.  REAGAN:  Not  by  me,  no. 

REPORTER:  By  your  campaign  per¬ 
haps? 

PRES.  REAGAN:  Well,  I  can’t  get 
into  details.  Some  of  those  things  are 
still  classified.284 

For  a  number  of  months,  the  Task  Force 
sought  to  interview  former  President  Reagan 
about  those  statements  and  his  knowledge  of 
the  allegations.  On  July  21,  1992  285  ,  the  Task 
Force  submitted  certain  relevant  questions  to 
former  President  Ronald  Reagan  through  his 
counsel,  Theodore  B.  Olsen.  On  October  23, 
1992,  Mr.  Olsen  responded  to  the  Task  Force 
by  providing  those  answers  in  written  form.286 
Through  counsel.  President  Reagan  decided  to 
be  interviewed.  Following  discussions  between 
counsel  for  President  Reagan  and  the  Task 
Force,  Mr.  Olsen  submitted  President  Reagan’s 
responses  to  the  Task  Force’s  questions  in 
sworn  affidavit  form.287  The  questions  asked  by 
the  Task  Force  and  the  answers  given  under 
oath  by  President  Reagan,  are  as  follows: 

Question  1:  What  was  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Reagan  referring  to  during  the 
interview  [reported  on  Frontline  on 
April  7,  1992]  when  he  said  he  “did 
some  things  actually  the  other 
way  .  .  .’’  and  “every  effort  on  my 
part  was  directed  towards  bringing 
[the  hostages]  home.’’?  What  specifi¬ 
cally  did  he  do  and  what  efforts  were 
made  by  him  or  any  other  campaign 
officials  to  affect  the  release  of  the 
hostages? 

Answer  1 :  I  believe  that  I  and 
Reagan/Bush  campaign  officials  made 


it  clear  by  our  conduct  and  statements 
during  the  campaign  that  we  were  sup¬ 
portive  of  the  Carter  administration  ef¬ 
forts  to  secure  the  release  of  American 
hostages  held  in  Iran.  For  example,  a 
statement  was  issued  on  September 
13,  1980  supporting  the  terms  for  the 
release  of  the  hostages  then  being  re¬ 
ported  by  the  press,  stating  that  the 
hostages  should  “be  released  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  conclusion  of  an  agree¬ 
ment”  promising  not  to“make  [hos¬ 
tages]  negotiations  a  partisan  issue  in 
the  campaign;”  pledging  if  elected,  to 
“observe  the  terms  of  an  agreement,” 
and  stating  categorically  that  “there 
should  be  no  delay  in  freeing  the  hos¬ 
tages  with  any  thought  by  Iran  that  it 
might  get  better  terms  after  the  elec¬ 
tion  in  November.” 

I  am  not  presently  aware  of  any 
statement  made  during  my  candidacy 
by  me,  or  by  any  campaign  official,  in 
public  or  private,  to  suggest  any  inter¬ 
est  in  becoming  involved  in  negotia¬ 
tions  respecting  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  during  President  Carter’s  tenure 
as  President. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the 
campaign  at  all  times  made  it  clear 
that  the  holding  of  American  hostages 
by  Iran  was  intolerable  and  unaccept¬ 
able  and  the  hostages  should  be  re¬ 
leased. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  at  all 
times  I  and  the  campaign  acted  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  time-honored  principle 
that  Americans  speak  only  through 
their  President  in  matters  of  foreign 
relations  and  national  security.  I  be¬ 
lieved  that  as  long  as  President  Carter 
was  President,  he  was  the  only  voice 
for  American  foreign  policy. 

Question  2:  Was  former  President 
Reagan  aware  of  any  contacts  with  any 
representative  of  the  Iranian  govern¬ 
ment  by  anyone  connected  directly  or 
indirectly  with  the  Republican  cam¬ 
paign  or  the  Republican  party  from 
November  4,  1979  through  January 


21,  1981  with  respect  to  affecting  the 
status  of  the  hostages? 

Answer  2:  I  have  no  recollection  of 
any  such  contacts. 

Question  3:  What  was  former  Presi¬ 
dent  Reagan  referring  to  when  he  in¬ 
dicated  that  some  of  the  details  were 
still  “classified”?  Is  he  aware  of  any 
documents  or  records  of  any  sort, 
whether  classified  or  not,  regarding 
the  matters  under  review  by  the  Task 
Force?  Does  he  recall  any  briefings  he 
was  given  on  the  subject  prior  to  his 
inauguration? 

Answer  3:  I  cannot  recall  what  I  may 
have  had  in  mind  when  I  made  this 
statement.  However,  the  subject  of  the 
hostages  and  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion  efforts  to  secure  the  release  of  the 
hostages  and  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion  efforts  to  secure  the  release  of  the 
hostages  was  known  to  be  sensitive, 
delicate  and  presumably  subject  to 
high  levels  of  national  security  protec¬ 
tion.  I  have  always  tried  to  be  ex¬ 
tremely  careful  not  to  make  public 
statements  on  matters  covered  by  sen¬ 
sitive  national  security  classifications 
and  to  avoid  discussing  subjects  that 
even  inadvertently  might  result  in  dis¬ 
closing  classified  material.  I  may 
simply  have  felt  that  this  whole  sub¬ 
ject — negotiations  concerning  the  hos¬ 
tages — was  too  sensitive  to  discuss  fur¬ 
ther. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  documents  or 
records  pertinent  to  the  Task  Force’s 
investigation.  Some  time  ago  I  in¬ 
structed  the  custodians  of  the  Reagan 
Administration  presidential  records  to 
search  for  any  such  records  or  docu¬ 
ments  and  to  make  public  any  that 
were  found.  Apparently  none  were  lo¬ 
cated  that  suggested  in  any  fashion 
that  campaign  officials  acted  improper¬ 
ly  relative  to  the  hostages.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  Task  Force  has  been 
given  broad  access  to  those  campaign 
records  and  has  been  given  copies  of 
documents  it  requested.  I  am  not 
aware  of  any  such  documents  that  sug- 


gcsted  any  improper  conduct  relative 
to  the  hostages  by  anyone  in  the  cam¬ 
paign. 

I  do  not  have  any  recollection  of  any 
pre-inauguration  briefings  that  would 
shed  any  further  light  on  the  subject 
of  the  Task  Force  investigation. 

While  it  would  have  been  preferrable  if  the 
Task  Force  had  been  able  to  interview  Presi¬ 
dent  Reagan  directly  in  an  attempt  to  stimulate 
his  recollections,  we  are  satisfied  that  his  sworn 
statement  represents  his  best  present  recollec¬ 
tion  of  activities  undertaken  by  his  1980  cam¬ 
paign  regarding  the  hostages. 

C.  Conclusion 


The  allegation  that  Reagan  Presidential  cam¬ 
paign  personnel  attempted  to  or  did  delay  the 
release  of  the  hostages  has  been  at  the  heart  of 
the  October  Surprise  story.  The  alleged  agree¬ 
ment  to  delay  the  release  was  supposed  to  have 
been  consummated  in  Paris  in  October  1980. 
The  Task  Force  focused  substantial  effort  on 
this  area  and  finds  both  the  components  and 
sum  of  the  allegation  to  be  lacking  credible  evi¬ 
dence.  In  almost  all  instances,  the  evidence 
clearly  establishes  the  presence  of  major  al¬ 
leged  participants  in  Paris  meetings  to  be 
someplace  else,  doing  something  else.  Further, 
evidence  which  by  all  logic  would  support  the 
existence  of  such  meetings,  such  as  the  Ha- 
shemi  FISA  or  Rogovin  diaries,  proves  the  con¬ 
trary'.  The  credibility  of  those  making  the  alle¬ 
gations  has  in  most  every  instance  been  shown 
to  border  on  non-existent,  while  those  who 
deny  the  allegations  often  had  documentary 
corroboration.  In  sum,  the  Task  Force  found 
that  there  is  simply  no  credible  evidence  of  any 
attempt  or  proposal  to  attempt  to  delay  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  Americans  held  hostage  in  Iran  by 
the  1980  Reagan  Presidential  campaign. 
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(D.  Or.  May  3,  1990)  at  684. 

32.  General  Accounting  OfFice,  OfFice  of  Special  Investigations, 
report  of  Richard  Brenneke  interview  (Sep.  25,  1990)  at  1  (here¬ 
inafter  “GAO  report"). 

33.  Id.  at  3. 

34.  Id.  at  3. 

35.  Documentary  evidence  reviewed  by  GAO  included  records 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  Administration  and  of  a  charter  aircraft 
company  alleged  to  have  been  invovled  in  the  flight  to  Paris. 
None  supported  Brenneke’s  claims. 

36.  One  witness,  Heinrich  Rupp,  refused  to  cooperate  with 
GAO.  Assistant  United  States  Attorney  Thomas  O’Rourke,  by 
virtue  of  Department  of  Justice  policy,  was  not  available  to  be 
interviewed  by  GAO.  Both,  however,  were  deposed  or  inter¬ 
viewed  by  the  Task  Force. 

37.  Testimony  of  GAO  General  Counsel  before  the  Committee 
on  Rules  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives  (Nov.  7,  1991). 

38.  The  Task  Force  has  reviewed  and  utilized  the  relevant 
GAO  reports  of  interviews,  memoranda  and  investigative  files. 

39.  Peggy  Robohm  Interview  (March  17,  1991)  at  2  (herein¬ 
after  “Robohm  Int.");  see  Robohm  App.  at  55. 

40.  Documents  signed  by  Richard  J.  Brenneke  suring  October 
1980.  See  App.  at  663-669 

41.  See  App.  at  665. 

42.  FBI  Lab  report  (Dec.  23,1992).  See  App.  at  670-671. 

43.  Richard  Brenneke  1980  Day  Planner.  See  App.  at  672-676. 

44.  Id.  Brenneke’s  credit  card  receipts  also  indicate  that  during 
1980,  Brenneke  charged  on  his  credit  cards  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  regularly  without  a  lapse  of  more  than  a  few  days. 

45.  The  Task  Force  conducted  a  very  limited  interview  with 
Robert  Benes  in  Paris.  He  essentially  refused  to  speak  with  the 
Task  Force.  However,  he  indicated  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the 
meetings  in  Paris  and  was  not  himself  involved  and  that  it  was  all 
a  lie.  Benes  Int.  at  1. 

46.  If  It  's  October  .  .  .  Then  It  's  Time  for  an  Iranian  Conspiracy 
Theory,  Washington  Post.  (Oct.  9,  1988). 

47.  Transcript,  Conversation  between  Richard  Brenneke  and 
Robert  Benes  (Oct.  13,  1988).  See  App.  at  677-685. 

48.  See  Snepp,  October  Surprise,  Village  Voice  (Feb.  25,  1992). 

49.  CIA  investigative  file  (Richard  J.  Brenneke). 

50.  See  Transcript,  United  States  v.  Heinrich  Rupp,  No. 
87-CR-112  (D.  Colo.  Sept.  23,  1988)  (Brenneke  testified  that  he 
was  a  CIA  contractor  for  18  years). 


51.  Id. 

52.  Id. 

53.  Id. 

54.  Id. 

55.  Id. 

56.  See,  eg.,  Letters  from  Brenneke  to  Vice  President  Bush 
(Jan.  15,  1986).  See  App.  at  686-687. 

57.  See,  e.g..  Huge  Illegal  Deal  on  Arms  for  Iran  Was  Known  to  U.S., 
New  York  Times,  Feb.  2,  1987. 

58.  Letter  from  ICDP  President  Robert  White  to  ICDP  Direc¬ 
tor  Lindsay  Mattison  (June  10,  1988).  See  App.  at  688-691. 

59.  Letter  from  ICDP  Director  Lindsay  Mattison  to  Richard 
Brenneke  (Aug.  1,  1988).  See  App.  at  692. 

60.  Barbara  Honegger  Deposition  (Dec.  17,  1992)  at  133. 
(hereinafter  “Honegger  Dep.”) 

61.  Id.  at  134-135. 

62.  Id.  at  135-136. 

63.  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise  at  172-176. 

64.  Id.  at  174. 

65.  Id.  at  174. 

66.  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise  at  67. 

67.  Although  Honegger  agressivcly  reported  information  she 
received  from  Brenneke,  she  currently  believes  that  he  was  un¬ 
truthful.  See  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise ;  Honegger  Dep.  at  138, 
141-142. 

68.  Task  Force  review  of  Richard  Brenneke’s  personal  docu¬ 
ments;  CIA  investigative  file  (Richard  Brenneke). 

69.  Did  Reagan  Steal  the  1980  Election  f,  In  These  Times,  June  4, 
1987. 

70.  Letter  from  Richard  Brenneke  to  Lindsay  Mattison  (Sept.  6, 
1988).  See  App.  at  693-696. 

IX.Id. 

72.  As  discussed  in  this  report,  LeWinter  has  since  told  the 
Task  Force  that  he  fabricated  all  his  October  Surprise  allegations. 
Based  on  LeW'inter’s  revelation,  the  Task  Force  believes  that 
LeWinter  probably  confirmed  Brenneke’s  presence  at  the  Paris 
meetings  based  on  information  he  acquired  from  the  media  from 
Kilian. 

73.  See  United  States  v.  Hetnnch  Rupp,  No.  87-CR-112  (D.  Colo. 
Sept.  23,  1988)  (statements  of  Rupp’s  counsel). 

74.  Richard  Brenneke  Deposition  before  Subcommittee  on 
Terrorism,  Narcotics  and  International  Cooperation,  United 
Slates  Senate  (Apr.  23,  1988)  at  27,  38,  89-90  (describing  his  re¬ 
lationships  with  Ben-Menashe,  Northrup,  and  Veillot). 

75.  See,  e.g.  Transcript,  United  States  v.  Heinrich  Rupp,  No. 
87-CR-l  12;  United  States  v.  Richard  Brenneke,  No.  89-198. 

76.  Rupp  was  convicted  of  bank  fraud.  A  new  trial  was  granted 
and  Rupp  was  convicted  upon  retrial. 

77.  Indictment,  United  States  v.  Richard  Brenneke,  No. 
89-CR-152,  (D.  Colo.  May  12,  1989). 

78.  GAO  interview  with  Daniel  Barrera  (Sep.  25,  1992). 

79.  Rather  than  using  his  alleged  sensitive  information  about 
the  Paris  meeting  to  negotiate  a  deal  with  the  prosecutor  prior  to 
trial,  Rupp  did  not  disclose  his  alleged  knowledge  of  a  “Paris 
meeting"  until  after  his  trial  at  the  1988  sentencing  hearing. 
Thomas  O’Rourke  Interview  (Apr.  27,  1992). 

80.  Interestingly,  Brenneke  claims  that  the  two  met  when  they 
were  both  pilots  for  Air  America  in  the  1950’s — which,  according 
to  Brenneke’s  birthdate,  would  mean  he  was  a  pilot  for  Air 
America  when  he  was  15  or  16  years  old-while  Rupp  claims  they 
met  in  the  1970s.  Heinrich  Rupp  Deposition  (October  8,  1992)  at 
73  (hereinafter  “Rupp  Dep.”). 

81.  Id.  at  55.  GAO  interview  with  Richard  Brenneke. 

82.  Rupp  Dep.  at  17,  23-24. 

83.  Id.  at  29-30. 

84.  Id  at  28,  33. 

85.  J.  Persico,  Casey  at  78,  94,  104  (1990). 

86.  Rupp  Dep.  at  47. 


176 


87.  Id  at  53. 

88.  Id  at  152. 

89.  Id  at  159. 

90.  Id  at  50. 

91.  Id  at  48-50. 

92.  Id.  at  34,  51,  81. 

93.  Id  at  82. 

94.  Id  at  11. 

95.  This  document  bears  the  initials  “RJB”  and  may  have  been 
created  by  Richard  Brenneke  who  was  given  access  to  Rupp’s 
papers  while  Rupp  was  in  custody  or  by  Rupp’s  counsel  who  was 
also  counsel  for  Brenneke. 

96.  Id.  at  165.  See  App.  at  697-700. 

97.  Dennis  Bowlin  Interview  (Nov.  25,  1992);  Rupp  Dep.  at 
117.  See  App.  at  701. 

98.  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise  at  63. 

99.  Coincidentally,  Alto  told  the  Task  Force  that  Mr.  Othman, 
the  “O”  of  O  8c  A,  was  a  business  partner  of  Adnan  Kashoggi. 

100.  Joseph  Alto  Interview  (Aug.  19,  1980)  at  1  (hereinafter 
“Alto  int.”). 

101.  Although  Rupp  no  longer  has  flight  logs,  a  document  of 
unknown  origin  exists  which  purports  to  be  a  recreation  of 
Rupp’s  “aircraft  logs  from  16  June  1980  through  March  1981.” 
This  document  bears  the  initials  “RJB”  and  was  possibly  created 
by  Richard  J.  Brenneke  or  his  former  counsel,  who  is  also  Rupp’s 
counsel.  See  Rupp  Dep  at  166. 

102.  Alto  Int.  at  1 . 

103.  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise  at  137. 

104.  FBI  investigative  files;  United  States  Customs  Service  in¬ 
vestigative  files. 

105.  Cline  is  the  father-in-law  of  1980  Reagan-Bush  campaign 
worker  Stefan  Halper. 

106.  FBI  false  claims  investigative  file  (Mar.  4,  1992)  summariz¬ 
ing  Oct.  18,  1991  interview  with  Cline. 

107.  CIA  investigative  file  (Heinrich  Rupp). 

108.  Barbara  Honegger  writes  in  her  book  that  “an  intelligence 
source”  has  claimed  that  a  drug  used  by  the  KGB  to  destroy 
memory  was  used  on  Mr.  Rupp  during  that  evaluation.  B.  Hon¬ 
egger,  October  Surprise  at  64. 

109.  FBI  false  claims  File  29A-DN-3836-42. 

110.  David  Bryant  Interview  (Jul.  17,  1992);  Robert  Peck  Inter¬ 
view  (Aug.  10,  1992);  H.  Ross  Perot  Interview  (Apr.  24,  1992). 
See  D.  Rogers,  Perot  Sent  A  Team  to  Investigate  Claims  of  Bush  Role  in 
October  Surprise'  Plot,  Wall  Street  Journal  Apr.  14,  1992  at  A-20. 

111.  Wilcher  defended  his  failure  to  deliver  the  videotape  by 
asserting  that  one  of  the  United  States  Senate  investigators  as¬ 
signed  to  pick  up  the  videotape  was  actually  an  undercover  CIA 
“plant.” 

112.  FBI  Report  Oct.  10,  1991  Interview  with  Heinrich  Rupp. 

113.  Oswald  LeWinter  Interview  (Aug.  25,  1992)  at  27  (herein¬ 
after  “LeWinter  Int."). 

114.  Robert  Ross,  Robert  Parry  and  Martin  Killian  were  among 
the  reporters  contacted  by  “Mr.  Racine”. 

115.  B.  Honegger,  October  Surprise  at  78-86. 

1 16.  Id.  at  2. 

117.  Id  at  2. 

118.  Id  at  2. 

119.  Id  at  2. 

120.  Id  at  3. 

121.  Id  at  3. 
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123.  Id  at  5,  7. 

124.  Id  at  6-8. 

125.  Id  at  18. 

126.  Id  at  3,  9,  13. 

127.  Id  at  21. 

128.  Id  at  22. 

129.  Id  at  24. 


130.  Martin  Kilian  interview  (Aug.  3,  1992)  at  2  (hereinafter 
“Kilian  Int.”). 

131.  Kilian  Int.  at  2. 

132.  James  Khan  Deposition  (Sep.  23,  1992)  at  90-93,  126 
(hereinafter  “Khan  Dep.”). 

133.  Xightline  “ Financial  Times ”  Investigation:  The  October  Surprise 
(ABC  Television  broadcast  Jun.  20,  1992)  (transcript  at  6). 

134. *  Khan  Dep.  at  91. 

135.  Memorandum  from  Gary  Sick  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr. 
(Dec.  19,  1992)  at  3.  See  App.  at  581-584. 

136.  Id 

137. Id 

138.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  147. 

139.  Id  at  146-147. 

140.  FBI  Electronic  Surveillance  (Oct.  14,  1980). 

141.  Rogovin  Dep.  at  49. 

142.  Id  at  37. 

143.  Id  at  41-42. 

144.  Id  at  43. 

145.  Id  at  45-46,  49. 

146.  Id  at  46. 

147.  Id  at  47. 

148.  Id  at  53-54. 

149.  Id  at  49. 

150.  Id  at  67-68. 

151.  Id  at  69. 

152.  Id  at  70. 

153.  William  Herrmann  was  interviewed  under  oath  on  two  oc¬ 
casions  and  deposed  once  under  oath  between  April  and  Novem¬ 
ber  1992. 

154.  William  Herrmann  Deposition  (Nov.  10,  1992)  at  5  (here¬ 
inafter  "Herrmann  Dep.”). 

155.  Id.  at  6. 

156.  IRDC  was  incorporated  in  Luxembourg.  Id.  at  7. 

157.  Id 

158.  IRDC  primarily  shipped  to  police  departments  in  Europe, 
the  Middle  East  and  the  Far  East.  Id.  at  9. 

159. Id 

160.  Id.  at  10. 

161.  Id. 

162.  Id.  at  12. 

163. Id 

164.  Id.  at  14. 

165.  Id.  at  15. 

166.  Herrmann  indicated  that  the  weapons  were  paid  for 
through  the  Deutsche  Bank  in  Bonn  through  the  use  of  letters  of 
credit.  Id.  at  17.  Herrmann  possesses  no  financial  records  of 
these  transactions  and  referred  counsel  to  Carlos  Mugel  in  Brazil. 
Counsel  had  no  success  in  obtaining  these  records. 

167 .Id.  at  18. 

168. Herrmann  was  forced  out  of  the  business  by  virtue  of  his 
arrest  on  counterfeiting  charges  in  England. 

\  69. Id.  at  19. 

170./<f.  at  20. 

171  .Id  at  21. 

172.  Herrmann  was  asked  the  whereabouts  of  his  passports 
from  this  time  period  and  said  that  his  wife  destroyed  the  pass¬ 
ports.  Id.  at  12,  119.  He  also  indicated  that  he  had  none  of  the 
communications  with  Nagashian  regarding  this  trip  to  Tehran. 

173.  Herrmann  Dep.  at  21-24. 

174.  Id.  Herrmann  also  indicated  that  he  believed  Fred  Ikle 
and  George  Bush  were  also  likely  attendees.  Id.  at  25-26;  see  also 
133. 

175.  The  Task  Force  interviewed  this  CIA  agent.  His  testimony 
is  discussed  later  in  this  section. 

176.  Herrmann  Dep.  at  60-62. 

177.  Id. 


178.  The  CIA  agent’s  identity  is  protected.  He  was  interviewed 
on  December  10,  1992  (hereinafter  “CIA  int”). 

179.  Id.  at  1. 

180.  Id. 

181.  Nagashan  was  interviewed  under  oath  in  Frankfurt,  Ger¬ 
many  on  Nov.  20,  1992. 

182.  Nagashan  indicated  that  he  did  in  fact  travel  with  Herr¬ 
mann  to  Brazil  to  buy  pistols  from  Taurus  and  that  Herrmann 
was  paid  a  commission  for  brokering  the  deal.  Thereafter,  how¬ 
ever,  Nagashian  indicated  that  all  of  his  subsequent  arms  pur¬ 
chases  from  Taurus  did  not  involve  Herrmann.  Hamid  Nagashan 
Interview  (Nov.  20,  1992)  at  2-3  (hereinafter  “Nagashan  Int."). 

183.  Id  at  3. 

184.  Id.  at  1.  On  a  related  matter,  Nagashan  reported  that  Ot- 
tershagen  was  arrested  in  Germany  for  attempting  to  use  two 
stolen  checks  from  Iran,  one  for  $36  million  bearing  the  forged 
signature  of  Nagashan.  The  checks  were  placed  as  an  advance  by 
Ottershagen  to  purchase  items  for  a  company,  Heli  Trader,  in 
Frankfurt.  The  situation  was  litigated  in  Frankfurt  courts. 

185.  Abol  Hassan  Bani-Sadr  Deposition  (Sep.  24,  1992)  at  21 
(hereinafter  “Bani-Sadr  Dep.”). 

186.  See  section  V,  supra,  for  a  discussion  of  this  meeting. 

187.  This  position  was  undermined  by  the  fact  that  Tabatabai 
never  pursued  the  weapons  issue  throughout  the  course  of  his 
meetings  with  Warren  Christopher. 

188.  Bani-Sadr  was  asked  to  respond  to  the  fact  that  while  Ta¬ 
batabai  was  in  Germany,  Khomeini  issued  his  four  conditions  for 
release  yet  no  progress  was  made  on  the  hostage  negotiations  be¬ 
cause  Khomeini  seemed  to  have  changed  his  mind.  Bani-Sadr  is 
asked: 

Q;  .  .  .  what  changed? 

A:  The  most  effective  thing  was  Carter’s  message.  So  if  I  had 
known  I  wouldn’t  have  told  Khomeini  that  Carter  had  assured 
them  there  would  be  no  defeat.  It  was  this  fact  that  completely 
changed  Khomeini’s  way  of  acting. 

Q;  And  so  what  you’re  saying  is  Khomeini  is  fearful  that  Iran  is 
going  to  lose  the  war,  and  so  he  changes  his  mind  and  deals  with 
Carter. 

A:  At  the  beginning  he  was  completely  sure  that  it  was  all  over. 
When  Bani-Sadr  (Bani  Sadr  spoke  in  the  third  person)  told  him 
on  September  22nd  that  you  see — the  invasion  is  completed — 
Khomeini’s  hands  were  trembling,  he  could  not  control  them,  be¬ 
cause  the  military  people  were  saying  that  they  could  not  last  for 
more  than  one  week.  So,  he,  Khomeini,  thought  that  it  was  all 
over.  Fortunately,  the  Iranians  could  reorganize  their  army  to 
stop  the  invasion,  and  then  there  was  this  message  from  Carter 
assuring  them  that  they  would  not  be  defeated. 

Q;  When  was  this  message  sent  by  Mr.  Carter? 

A:  About  October  8th  or  10th. 

Q;  And  it  was  sent  from  Mr.  Carter  to  you? 

A:  It  was  sent  to  Mr.  Bani-Sadr  via  the  German  ambassador — 
German  or  Swiss  ambassador. 

Q:  Okay,  and  so  you’re  saying  that — so  that  caused  Mr.  Kho¬ 
meini  to  change  his  mind  a  second  time  which  was — he  now 
thought  that  Iran  would  not  lose  the  war. 

A:  Yeah  he  was  sure  there  would  be  no  defeat.  Bani-Sadr  Dep. 
at  22. 

189. 

Q;  So,  let  me  understand,  you  say  that  on  October  22nd  Raja’i 
and  Rafsanjani  both  issue  press  statements  saying  no  longer  does 
Iran  need  American  spare  parts  or  weapons.  You’re  saying  in 
fact,  that  as  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Armed  Forces  you 
needed  weapons  and  that  you,  in  your  negotiations,  with  Carter’s 
representatives  were  trying  to  obtain  weapons.  And  so  the  an¬ 
nouncement  on  the  22nd  led  you  to  conclude  that  they  must 
have  been  another  arrangement  made  otherwise  they  would 
never  have  made  an  announcement  like  that?  Is  that  right? 

A:  This  meant  for  us  that  an  agreement  had  been  concluded 
between  the  Mullahs  and  Reagan’s  people.  Actually  Mr.  Bani- 


Sadr  said  it  himself  at  the  time  in  his  black  notes  that  they  made 
an  agreement  so  that  Mr.  Carter  should  be  defeated  and  Mr. 
Reagan  should  become  President.  And  the  most  important  thing 
that  Mr.  Bani-Sadr  said  was  what  Mr.  Rafsanjani  himself  said 
vaguely.  He  said  the  day  of  the  American  elections  in  the  Iranian 
Parliament,  “in  the  future  we’ll  see  that  we  make  Mr.  Reagan 
President  of  the  United  States." 

Q;  Now  I  understand  that  you've  come  to  the  conclusion  that 
Raja’i  and  Rafsanjani  would  never  have  made  their  October  22nd 
statements  if  there  were  no  deal  for  weapons  made. 

A:  Absolutely. 

*  *  * 

A:  We  knew  that  a  deal  had  been  made.  These  interviews  had 
been  prepared  before  hand.  They  both  gave  the  interviews  the 
very  same  day.  So  that  gave  them  the  date.  It  made  them  under¬ 
stand  that  on  that  day,  by  that  date,  the  thing  had  been  done  be¬ 
cause  they  wouldn’t  have  made  such  a  statement. 

Q:  Now  at  the  time  .  .  . 

A:  We  were  at  war  and  everybody  in  the  world,  everybody 
knew  that  Iran  did  not  have  the  necessary  weapons.  So  wisdom 
would  have  required  them  not  to  say  anything.  I  think.  If  they 
said  such  a  thing  it  simply  meant  Mr.  Carter  you  are  finished,  the 
hostages  will  not  be  freed  while  you  are  President.  Bani-Sadr 
Dep.  at  26-27. 

190.  Cheron  was  interviewed  preliminarily  on  June  3,  1992  and 
deposed  under  oath  on  Sep.  25,  1992  and  Nov.  19,  1992. 

191.  Christian  Bourget  was  preliminarily  interviewed  on  Jun.  3, 
1992  in  Paris,  France  and  under  oath  on  Sep.  22,  1992. 

192.  Francois  Cheron  Interview  (Sep.  25,  1992)  at  12  (herein¬ 
after  “Cheron  Int.’’). 

193.  Id 

194.  Id.  at  17-18. 

195.  The  significance  of  this  was  explained  by  Cheron: 

Q:  Okay,  so  now  tell  us  what  to  you  the  significance  of  the 
presence  of  French  intelligence  in  the  deal  means  .  .  .  what,  how 
does  that  lead  you  to  your  opinion? 

A:  In  my  opinion? 

Q;  Yes. 

A:  That  for  me,  I  think  that  the  French  officer  from  the  French 
intelligence  would  not  appear  in  a  deals,  in  deal  with  arms  for 
Iran,  uh,  with  no  agreement  of  our  government.  And  it  seems 
impossible  for  me  that  the  French  government  at  this  moment 
could  let  some  French  officers  have  a  participation  in  such  deals, 
with  not  informing  the  American  government  due  to  the  general 
situation,  the  relationship  between  France  and  the  United  States 
with  regard  to  the  hostage  issue,  general. 

Q;  No,  no  I  understand.  I  can  accept  that.  But  what  causes  me 
some  confusion  is  that  of  course  the  American  government  at  the 
time  was  the  government  of  President  Carter  .  .  . 

A:  Exactly. 

Q:  So,  how  would  this  relate  to  Republican  activities  because  if 
the  French  government  was  going  to  make  an  inquiry,  they  would 
make  it  of  the  Carter  administration. 

A:  Exactly.  Yes,  you  are  right,  but  difficult  to  tell  it  in  another 
language  .  .  . 

Q;  Well,  if  you’d  like  for,  you  can  .  .  .  tell  .  .  . 

A:  No,  what  I  want  to  tell  you  is,  you  know  what  the  intelli¬ 
gence  service  are,  they  are  official  activities  and  unofficial  activi¬ 
ties.  The  relationship  they  have  with  the  official  of  another  coun¬ 
try  and  unofficial  people  of  the  same  country,  and  you  know,  it 
seems  to  me  that  Mr.  Bush  was  previously  the  big  boss  of  the 
CIA,  you  know  DeMarenches  and  he  wrote  a  book  about  it,  had 
some  close  association  with  the  CIA  which  is  about  it,  had  some 
close  association  with  the  CIA  which  is  normal.  I  mean  the 
normal  way  of  working  for  these  people,  and  it  seems  for  me  im¬ 
possible  that  such  a  deal  at  this  period  just  before  the  vote  could 
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be  made  with  no  information  of  people  like  Mr.  Bush,  at  least, 
and  CIA. 

Q:  So,  I  guess  what  you’re  saying  then  is  .  .  . 

A:  And,  I  think  that  CIA,  maybe  I’m  wrong,  but,  had  an  impor¬ 
tant  role  in  this,  in  all  these  negotiations  ya  know. 

Cheron  Ini.  at  20-21. 

196.  Id.  at  23. 

197.  Id  at  24. 

198.  Christian  Bourget  Deposition  (Sep.  22,  1992)  at  27  (here¬ 
inafter  “Bourget  Dep.”). 

199.  Id  at  28. 

200.  Id  at  29-30. 

201.  To  the  extent  it  can  be  argued  that  the  need  for  arms  tips 
the  scales  in  favor  of  the  conclusion  that  a  deal  was  made,  the 
absence  of  credible  evidence  that  arms  flowed  as  a  product  of  a 
quid  pro  quo  for  a  delayed  hostage  release  undermines  that  posi¬ 
tion. 

202.  As  to  Tabatabai’s  role  as  a  double  agent,  there  is  no  cred¬ 
ible  evidence  to  support  this  opinion. 

203.  Nicholas  Ignatiew  Interview  (Jun.  2,  1992)  at  1  (herein¬ 
after  “Ignatiew  Int.”) 

204.  Id 

205.  Id 

206.  Id  at  2. 

207.  Id  at  2. 

208.  Id 

209.  Ahmed  Salamatian  Interview  (Sep.  22,  1992)  at  2  (herein¬ 
after  “Salamatian  Int.”) 

210.  Salamatian  knew  nothing  of  the  specifics  of  any  July  or 
August  Madrid  meetings  or  an  October  Paris  meeting.  He  readily 
admitted  to  having  no  hard  evidence  of  a  deal.  His  beliefs  were 
based  on  his  analysis  of  the  internal  politics  of  Iran  as  a  member 
of  the  Majles  entrusted  with  resolving  the  matter  of  the  hostage 
cnsis. 

211.  Id  at  5. 

212.  Id  at  1. 

213.  Id 

214.  Id 

215.  Id  at  6. 

216.  Id. 

217.  For  example,  on  November  2,  1980  Mohammed  Khza’i 
stated: 

Today  our  society  is  faced  with  a  number  of  questions:  Why 
the  Majles  delayed  and  carelessly  deferred  the  matter  to  reach 
two  days  left  to  Mr.  Carter’s  election.  Now,  the  opposition  ele¬ 
ments  and  even  foreign  radios  to  which  I  have  paid  a  close  atten¬ 
tion  in  the  past  few  days  and  in  particular  Voice  of  America,  a 
name  which  should  not  be  mentioned  in  this  holy  place,  was 
quoting  one  of  the  former  personalities  of  Iran  that  Iran  prefers 
Carter  to  Reagan.  In  response  to  all  of  the  world  mass  media 
organs  which  are  reporting  the  course  of  the  debates  of  this 
House  verbatim  to  the  world,  and  to  all  the  domestic  groups  and 
parties  which  are  blasting  this  House  which  is  a  body  created  by 
the  Islamic  Revolution  of  Iran  that  the  delay  in  investigating  the 
hostage  issue  was  only  due  to  the  common  practice  of  the  House 
affairs  and  nothing  else.  It  was  only  because  the  House  was  fol¬ 
lowing  its  regular  course  of  procedure.  I  declare  this  unequivo¬ 
cally  to  the  entire  world  which  I  know  I  am  reflecting  your  inter¬ 
pretation  by  others,  that  so  far  as  Iran  and  the  representatives  of 
the  Iranian  people  are  concerned  there  is  no  difference  between 
Carter  and  Reagan. 

The  Nov.  2,  1980,  debate  is  replete  with  similar  statements. 

218.  For  example,  Salamatian  showed  Task  Force  counsel  a 
transcript  of  the  55th  Session  of  Parliament  (Majles)  dated  Octo¬ 
ber  21,  1980.  According  to  Salamatian,  this  document  references 
the  continuation  of  a  discussion  about  the  seven-man  commis¬ 
sion.  Barghini,  Deputy  of  the  Majority  in  Parliament  states  ”... 
we  start  to  talk  about  the  release  of  the  hostages,  this  is  contrary 
to  people  who  say  we  should  start  to  talk.  This  is  not  true.  Kho¬ 


meini  has  ordered  us  to  start  to  discuss  it  before  the  Iraq  war. 

Salamatian  explained  that  there  had  been  a  previous  discussion 
within  Parliament  to  select  a  seven-man  commission  to  negotiate 
the  release  terms  for  the  hostages.  He  pointed  out  that  it  is  nec¬ 
essary  to  negotiate  with  the  United  States  to  release  the  hostages. 
However,  Rafsanjani  said  that  no  one  can  talk  to  anyone  in  the 
United  States.  Salamatian  asked,  why  nominate  a  commission  if 
they  have  no  authority  to  negotiate  with  the  United  States?  With¬ 
out  any  proof,  Salamatian  opined  that  some  people  in  Parliament 
did  not  want  to  resolve  the  hostage  crisis  for  their  own  purpose 
without  Khomeini’s  knowledge.  Salamatian  believes  that  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  setting  up  the  commission  was  to  delay  the  release  of  the 
hostages  pursuant  to  the  side  deal  with  the  Republicans.  The 
document  simply  does  not  support  this  analysis  on  its  own. 

Salamatian  also  pointed  out  that  some  members  of  the  com¬ 
mission  are  now  in  prominent  positions  within  the  Iranian  gov¬ 
ernment.  Ali  Khomeini  is  the  Spiritual  leader.  Mohammed  Yazdi 
is  the  head  of  the  Department  of  Justice,  Paravarsh  is  the  Vice 
President  of  the  Parliament  and  Naterghneri  Noori  is  President 
of  the  Parliament.  This,  too,  is  after-the-fact  evidence  of  the  deal, 
i.e.  payoff. 

Salamatian  continued  to  explain  that  two  weeks  later  the  com¬ 
mission  reported  that  the  hostages  should  be  released  and  set  the 
same  conditions  previously  set  by  Khomeini.  After  the  report  of 
the  commission  there  was  still  more  delay  until  November  10, 
1980  when  the  Parliament  agreed  with  the  commission  to  release 
the  hostages.  It  is  the  opinion  of  Salamatian  that  all  of  these 
delays  could  not  be  a  coincidence.  He  believes,  therefore,  that  a 
deal  was  made  with  the  Republicans. 

Similarly,  Salamatian  reviewed  with  Task  Force  counsel  the 
minutes  of  the  63rd  Session  of  Parliament  dated  November  2, 
1980.  Salamatian  advised  that  during  this  session  of  Parliament 
the  hostage  situation  is  discussed  seriously.  He  states  that  the 
deputies  are  very  conscious  about  the  date  and  have  decided  to 
favor  Reagan.  He  pointed  out  portions  of  the  text  in  which  some 
speakers  do  say  that  they  favor  Reagan.  From  this  he  concluded 
that  a  deal  was  made.  What  is  unreasonable  about  this  conclusion 
is  that  the  other  speakers  indicated  a  preference  for  Carter.  For 
example,  Mr.  Montazeri  stated: 

“I  have  said  this  and  I  have  written  this  almost  eleven  months 
ago  that  there  are  two  ruling  groups  in  the  U.S.:  one  is  the  Re¬ 
publican  Party,  and  the  Zionists  and  the  other  is  Carter,  Vance 
and  others.  This  has  been  a  topic  of  discussion  since  four  and  a 
half  years  ago.  They  have  created  an  atmosphere  under  which 
one  cannot  say  what  he  understands  and  wants  to  say.  This  is  not 
right.  Therefore,  there  are  different  conditions  dominating  the 
U.S.  society  all  of  which  are  imperialistic  in  nature  but  in  two  dif¬ 
ferent  parties;  both  are  fascists  and  bad,  but  we  have  more  fascist 
and  worse.  I  believe  the  Zionists,  Republicans,  Reagan,  Brze- 
zinski,  Rockefeller  and  Kissinger  are  worse  and  more  fascist.” 

As  indicated  above,  Task  Force  counsel  reads  these  passages  as 
evidence  of  the  differences  of  opinion  that  existed  within  the 
Majles  as  to  how  and  when  to  resolve  the  hostage  crisis  and  not, 
as  Salamatian  believes,  evidence  of  a  previously  completed  secret 
deal  to  delay  the  hostage  release  date. 

219.  A.  de  Marenches  and  D.  Andelman,  The  Fourth  World  liar, 
William  Morrow  and  Company  1992. 

220.  Andelman  was  deposed  on  December  18,  1992. 

221.  David  Andelman  Deposition  (Dec.  18,  1992)  at  9,  11,  and 
48  (hereinafter  “Andelman  Dep.”). 

222.  Id.  at  1 1 . 

223.  Id  at  10,  12-13,  49. 

224.  Id  at  15-17. 

225.  Id.  at  16.  Andelman  also  commented  that,  in  any  event,  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  his  own  that  the  meetings  actually  hap¬ 
pened.  Id.  at  22. 

226.  Id  at  19. 


227.  Id  at  36,  58. 

228.  Id  at  36. 

229.  Alexander  de  Marenches  Interview  (Sep.  15,  1992)  at  1. 
(hereinafter  “De  Marenches  Int.”).  The  Task  Force  diligently 
tried  to  reach  de  Marenches  after  the  Andelman  interview  with 
no  success. 

230.  De  Marenches  stated  that  there  could  have  been  a  low 
level  meeting  in  Paris  between  Americans  and  Iranians  without 
him  having  known  it.  He  said,  however,  that  if  a  high-level  meet¬ 
ing  involving  Bill  Casey  or  others  of  comparable  importance  oc¬ 
curred  in  Paris,  he  would  have  known  about  it.  De  Marenches 
Int.  at  1. 

231.  De  Marenches  noted  that  he  knew  Bill  Casey  prior  to 
1980  but  that  they  really  did  not  become  friends  until  Casey’s  ap¬ 
pointment  as  Director  of  the  CIA.  In  regard  to  this  point,  the 
Task  Force  has  received  conflicting  information.  Other  Casey  as¬ 
sociates,  such  as  Albert  Jolis,  have  advised  that  Casey  and  de 
Marenches  were  closer  friends  in  the  pre-1980  time  period  than 
de  Marenches  admitted.  Albert  Jolis  Deposition  (Oct.  20,  1992) 
at  13. 

232.  The  alleged  arms  deals  are  dealt  with  in  greater  detail  in 
section  X,  infra. 

233.  De  Marenches  Int.  at  1. 

234.  Ben-Menashe  Dep.  at  92. 

235. Id 

236.  Name  searches  were  conducted  for  William  Casey,  John 
Shaheen,  Robert  Gray,  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Jamshid  Hashemi,  Medhi 
Karrubi,  Hassan  Karrubi  and  Ayatollah  Beheshli.  It  is  understood 
by  the  Task  Force  that  if  alias  names  were  used  these  names 
would  not  have  been  discovered.  No  one  interviewed  by  the  Task 
Force  ever  alleged  that  alias  names  were  used.  Additionally,  the 
hotel  computer  system,  adopted  in  1982,  periodically  dropped 
the  names  of  quests  who  did  not  repeat  within  two  years. 

237.  Claude  Angeli  Interview  (Aug.  27,  1992)  at  3  (hereinafter 
“Angeli  Int."). 

238.  Letter  from  Alain  Astier  to  the  Task  Force  (May  21, 
1992).  See  App.  at  770. 

239.  See  App.  at  386-389  (Calendar  of  Casey’s  whereabouts  for 
July,  August,  September  and  October  1980)  (hereinafter  “Casey 
Calendar’’). 

240.  D.  Espo,  Associated  Press  (Oct.  15,  1980). 

241.  Reagan  campaign  visitor  logs  (Oct.  15,  1980).  See  App.  at 

702. 

242.  Lawrence  Casey  Deposition  (Aug.  20,  1992)  at  1 1  (herein¬ 
after  “L.  Casey  Dep.”).  George  Casey  is  deceased. 

243.  American  Express  Receipts  (Oct.  15,  1980).  See  App.  at 

703. 

244.  Memorandum  from  William  Casey  to  Ed  Meese,  Elizabeth 
Dole,  Bob  Garrick  (Oct.  16,  1980).  See  App.  at  704. 

245.  Telegrams  from  William  Casey  to  Robert  Strauss  (Oct. 
16,  1980);  Telegram  from  William  Casey  to  W’illiam  Bodine  (Oct. 
16,  1980).  See  App.  at  705-707. 

246.  Reagan  campaign  visitor  logs  (Oct.  16,  1980).  See  App. 
708-710. 

247.  Richard  Wirthlin  Deposition  (Oct.  26,  1992)  at  95;  Peter 
Dailey  Interview  (Sept.  29,  1992)  at  2. 

248.  Casey  Calendar  (Oct.  16,  1980).  See  App.  at  711. 

249.  Letter  from  William  Casey  to  Monsignor  Ruvo  (Oct.  16, 
1980).  See  App.  at  712. 

250.  Alfred  E.  Smith  Memorial  Foundation  Dais  List  1980.  See 
App.  at  713. 

251.  Reagan,  in  Shift,  Agrees  to  Debate,  New  York  Times,  Oct.  18, 
1980. 

252.  American  Express  receipt  (Oct.  17,  1980).  See  App.  at  714. 

253.  Reagan  campaign  visitor  logs  (Oct.  18,  1980).  See  App.  at 
715-727. 

254. Id 

255.  L.  Casey  Dep.  at  15-17. 

256.  Id 


257.  Id  at  21-25. 

258.  Id  Larry  Casey  also  told  the  Task  Force  that  in  his  meet¬ 
ings  with  him  and  his  parents  during  their  visit  to  the  Washing¬ 
ton  area,  his  uncle  never  mentioned  an  upcoming  trip  to  Paris. 
Id  at  15-16. 

259.  William  J.  Casey  1980  Monthly  Minder  Calendar  dated 
(Oct.  20,  1980).  See  App.  at  730. 

260.  Letter  from  Metropolitan  Club  president  J.L.  Holloway 
(July  28,  1992);  Oral  response  of  Metropolitan  Club  general 
manager  E.  Guenther  Skole  (July  29,  1992).  See  App.  at  730. 

261.  Casey  Calendar  (Oct.  20,  1980).  See  App.  at  728. 

262.  Campaign  calendar  (Oct.  20,  1980).  See  App.  at  729. 

263.  Christopher  J.  Wydler  Deposition  (Jun.  4,  1992). 

264.  Investigating  the  October  Surprise  Frontline ,  PBS  television 
broadcast  (Apr.  7,  1992). 

265  Memorandum  from  Bill  Casey  to  Mike  Deaver  (Oct.  2 1 , 
1980).  See  App.  at  731. 

266.  American  Express  receipt  (Oct.  20,  1980).  Sec  App.  at  732. 

267.  Reagan  campaign  visitor  logs  (Oct.  22,  1980)  See  App. 
733-734. 

268.  See,  e.g.,  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  154-155  (“[0]ne  funda¬ 
mental  question  looms  above  all  others:  Did  W'illiam  Casey,  with¬ 
out  the  knowledge  of  the  U.S.  government,  travel  to  Paris  during 
the  period  of  October  15-20,  1980,  and  there  meet  with  Iranian 
and  Israeli  representatives  to  arrange  the  release  of  the  U.S.  hos¬ 
tages  to  the  Reagan-Bush  forces  in  return  for  promises  of  mili¬ 
tary  equipment?  The  answer,  it  appears  is  yes.  Everything  else  is 
of  secondary  importance.”). 

269.  See  App.  at  735. 

270.  Donald  Gregg  Deposition  (Oct.  21,  1992)  at  6  (hereinafter 
“Gregg  Dep  "). 

271.  Id  at  8. 

272.  Margaret  Gregg  Deposition  (Sep.  17,  1992)  at  4  (herein¬ 
after  “M.  Gregg  Dep.”). 

273.  Id  at  18. 

274.  Lucy  Gregg  Buckley  Deposition  (Sep.  17,  1992)  at  9. 

275.  Nomination  of  Robert  M.  Gates,  Hearings  Before  the 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence  of  the  U.S.  Senate,  102nd  Con¬ 
gress,  1st  Session,  at  489  (Sept.  16-20,  1991). 

276.  United  States  Senate,  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence, 
Report:  Xomination  of  Robert  M.  Gates  to  be  Director  of  Central  Intelli¬ 
gence,  102d  Congress,  1st  Session,  Exec.  Report  102-19,  at  185-6 
(1991). 

277.  Leonard  J.  Tanis  Senate  Deposition  (Jun.  30,  1992). 

278.  During  the  1980  campaign,  the  Bush  protective  detail 
consisted  of  two  groups  of  Special  Agents  that  rotated  for  a  tour 
of  duty  every  21  days.  These  details  continued  until  shortly  after 
the  election  in  November,  when  another  group  of  agents  as¬ 
sumed  the  task  of  protecting  the  Vice-President-elect.  The  first 
detail  was  headed  by  Detail  Leader  William  Hudson  and  Assist¬ 
ant  Detail  Leader  Leonard  J.  Tanis. 

The  day  was  divided  into  three  eight-hour  shifts  and  each  shift 
had  its  own  agents  and  a  “Shift  Leader”.  Either  Hudson  or  Tanis 
accompanied  Bush  whenever  he  left  his  residence.  Tanis  testified 
that  he  and  Hudson  rode  in  the  limousine  with  the  candidate  and 
were  in  very  close  proximity  to  him  at  all  limes.  While  the  candi¬ 
date  was  in  his  residence  at  night,  agents  were  posted  outside  to 
monitor  comings  and  goings.  Thus,  the  candidate  was  under  sur¬ 
veillance  at  all  times.  Tanis  was  tasked  with  reviewing  “shift  re¬ 
ports”  prepared  by  the  three  shift  leaders.  These  reports  provid¬ 
ed  a  detailed  account  of  Bush’s  daily  activities.  Tanis  initialed 
each  report  that  he  reviewed.  Hudson  and  Tanis  both  worked  the 
protective  detail  that  began  its  last  rotation  on  about  October  13 
or  14,  1980.  During  this  21 -day  period.  Bush  made  as  many  as  6 
to  7  stops  per  day  at  different  cities  throughout  the  United 
States.  United  States  Senate  Report  at  104-105. 

279.  See  sworn  affidavits  of  U.S.  Secret  Service  Special  Agents 
Charles  Korff,  Kevin  Foley,  Dennis  Cropper,  William  Hudson. 


Gail  Linkins,  Michael  Cleary;  see  also  sworn  affidavits  of  U.S. 
Secret  Service  Special  Agents  Robert  Sowers  and  Neil  Goodman; 
Special  Agent  J.  Benny  Crosby  Senate  Deposition  (Jun.  30, 
1992).  See  App.  at  736-744. 

280.  Robert  W.  Keefe,  Jr.  Senate  Deposition  (Jun.  30,  1992)  at 
8-9. 

281.  Leonard  J.  Tanis  Interview  (May  28,  1992)  at  1  (herein¬ 
after  ‘Tanis  Int.”). 

282.  See  App.  at  1036. 

283.  Tanis  Int.  at  10.  Mrs.  Bush  actually  was  jogging  along  the 
Chesapeake  and  Ohio  Canal  in  Georgetown.  See  App.  at 
IQ36a-1036b  (U.S.  Secret  Service  shift  report  for  Barbara  Bush 


detail.  Oct.  19,  1980)  and  GAO  report.  In  his  sworn  testimony 
before  the  U.S.  Senate,  Tanis  noted  the  inconsistences  and  said 
“I  just  remembered  the  four  of  them  having  lunch.  Evidently, 
I’ve  either  mixed  up  the  date  or  something.”  Tanis  Int.  at  1 1. 

284.  Frontline:  Investigating  the  October  Surprise  (PBS  Television 
broadcast,  Apr.  7,  1992)  (transcript  at  1). 

285.  Letter  from  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.  to  Theodore  B. 
Olsen  (July  21,  1992).  See  App.  at  745-755. 

286.  Letter  of  Theodore  B.  Olsen  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr. 
(Oct.  23,  1992).  See  App.  at  756-763. 

287.  Letter  from  Theodore  B.  Olsen  to  E.  Lawrence  Barcella. 
Jr.  (Dec.  17,  1992)  (with  attachment).  See  App.  at  764-769. 


181 


IX.  Investigation  of  any  Activity  by  the 
1980  Reagan  Presidential  Campaign  to 
Acquire  or  Disseminate  any  Information 
Relating  to  the  Actions  Being  Taken  or 
Considered  by  the  United  States 
Government  To  Obtain  the  Release  of  the 

Hostages 


H.  Res.  258  Section  1(c):  Any  activi¬ 
ty  by  the  1980  Reagan  Presidential 
Campaign  to  acquire  or  disseminate 
any  information  relating  to  the  actions 
being  taken  or  considered  by  the 
United  States  Government  in  an  effort 
to  obtain  the  release  of  the  Americans 
being  held  as  hostages  in  Iran. 

The  third  component  of  the  Task  Force’s 
mandate  requires  investigation  of  “[a]ny  activi¬ 
ty  by  the  1980  Reagan  Presidential  Campaign 
to  acquire  or  disseminate  any  information  relat¬ 
ing  to  actions  being  taken  or  considered  by  the 
United  States  Government  in  an  effort  to 
obtain  the  release  of  the  Americans  being  held 
as  hostages  in  Iran.”  In  an  effort  to  fulfill  this 
mandate,  the  Task  Force  interviewed  and/or 
deposed  several  members  of  the  1980  Reagan 
campaign,  and  conducted  an  extensive  review 
of  several  thousand  Reagan  campaign  docu¬ 
ments  located  at  the  Reagan  Presidential  Li¬ 
brary  in  Simi  Valley,  California.  The  Task 
Force  also  reviewed  information  available  from 
several  public  sources,  including  the  Albosta 
Subcommittee  report  and  affidavits  and  various 
public  news  sources.1 


While  the  Task  Force  found  that  there  is  evi¬ 
dence  that  the  Reagan  campaign  acquired  and 
disseminated  information  relating  to  actions 
being  taken  or  considered  by  the  United  States 
government  in  an  effort  to  obtain  the  release  of 
the  Americans  being  held  as  hostages,  the  Task 
Force  has  found  no  evidence  that  the  Reagan 
campaign  illegally  either  sought  or  disseminat¬ 
ed  classified  information.  Additionally,  the  Task 
Force  concluded  that  none  of  the  information 
received  or  disseminated  by  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  was  acquired  or  passed  on  for  the  overt 
purpose  of  undermining  the  Carter  administra¬ 
tion’s  handling  of  the  hostage  crisis. 

A.  Background 


The  Republican  Party  nominated  former 
California  Governor  Ronald  Reagan  as  its  pres¬ 
idential  candidate  on  July  18,  1980.  The 
Reagan  campaign  was  headed  by  William 
Casey,  the  campaign  director,  who  supervised 
seven  deputy  campaign  directors:  Edwin  Meese, 
III,  chief  of  staff;  Peter  Dailey,  Deputy  Director 
for  Media;  Drew  Lewis,  Deputy  Chairman,  Re¬ 
publican  National  Committee;  Lyn  Nofziger, 
Deputy  Director  for  Press;  Verne  Orr,  Deputy 


Director  for  Administration;  William  Timmons, 
Deputy  Director  for  Campaign  Operations;  and 
Richard  Wirthlin,  Deputy  Director  for  Strategy 
and  Planning.  Several  other  campaign  staff 
members  played  important  roles  in  the  cam¬ 
paign’s  foreign  affairs  strategy,  including  the 
campaign’s  position  on  the  hostage  crisis. 
These  members  include  Richard  Allen,  the 
chief  foreign  policy  advisor,  Charles  Kupper- 
;nan,  a  foreign  affairs  advisor  who  worked  pri¬ 
marily  with  Allen,  and  William  Yfan  Cleave,  a 
senior  policy  advisor  who  also  worked  with 
Allen. 

Among  the  areas  of  major  emphasis  in  the 
Reagan  campaign  were  national  security,  na¬ 
tional  defense  and  the  foreign  policy  leadership 
role  of  the  United  States.  The  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  was  aware  of  the  effect  that  the  hostage 
crisis  had  on  the  perception  of  the  Carter  ad¬ 
ministration,  both  diplomatically  and  militarily. 
Along  with  defining  a  wide  variety  of  domestic 
and  international  issues,  the  Reagan  campaign 
also  considered  the  possibility  that  the  Carter 
administration  could  use  the  power  of  its  in¬ 
cumbency  late  in  the  election  race  to  reflect  fa¬ 
vorably  on  the  Carter  administration  and  sway 
the  election. 

Richard  Allen,  chief  foreign  policy  adviser  to 
the  Reagan  campaign,  stated  that  the  late-de¬ 
veloping  issue  could  have  involved  anything 
within  the  reach  of  the  present  administration, 
from  an  announcement  on  the  MX  missile 
system  or  a  breakthrough  in  stealth  technology 
to  a  “meteorite  striking  the  White  House’’  or 
the  release  of  the  American  hostages  being 
held  in  Iran.2  The  possibility  that  Carter  might 
attempt  to  use  his  executive  powers  to  affect 
domestic  or  international  events  right  before 
the  election  and  thus  manipulate  popular  opin¬ 
ion  became  known  in  the  Reagan  campaign  as 
the  “October  Surprise.’’ 

The  concept  of  concern  over  a  possible  elec¬ 
tion-eve  policy  advancement  was  not  unique  to 
the  1980  Presidential  election.3  In  recent  Amer¬ 
ican  elections,  presidential  campaigns  have  held 
watch  over  a  wide  range  of  issues  that  had  the 
potential  to  cause  a  unpredicted  swing  in  voter 
attitudes  in  the  late  period  of  a  campaign.  This 
concern  has  appeared  in  several  elections,  such 
as  John  Kennedy’s  concern  that  Richard  Nixon 
would  attempt  to  persuade  Dwight  Eisenhower 
to  take  a  military  action  against  Cuba  in  Octo¬ 
ber,  1960;  or  the  political  crisis  of  the  Hungari¬ 


an  Revolution  and  the  Suez  Canal  that  erupted 
in  October,  1956,  thus  assisting  Eisenhower  to 
a  landslide  victory;  or  the  concern  that  Johnson 
might  reach  a  pre-election  settlement  at  the 
Vietnam  War  peace  talks  to  help  Hubert  Hum¬ 
phrey  win  the  1968  election.4 

The  historical  precedent  from  other  elections 
gave  the  Reagan  campaign  reason  to  believe 
several  political  commentators  who  alleged  that 
President  Carter  had  manipulated  the  hostage 
crisis  for  political  gain.  These  allegations  first 
arose  in  the  1980  Democratic  Presidential  pri¬ 
maries,  where  several  political  commentators 
wrote  that  Carter  allegedly  made  statements  of 
positive  developments  in  the  hostage  situation 
timed  to  affect  primary  elections.5  The  most 
frequently  cited  example  was  the  Wisconsin 
primary  on  April  1,  1980. 6 

On  the  morning  of  the  Wisconsin  primary. 
Carter  appeared  on  the  morning  news  shows  to 
announce  a  “positive  step’’  in  the  hostage 
crisis.7  Later  that  day.  Carter  defeated  Kennedy 
in  the  Wisconsin  primary,  but  the  situation  of 
the  hostages  remained  unchanged.8 

The  Republicans  were  aware  of  and  shared 
the  commentators’  perception  of  Carter’s  hos¬ 
tage  announcement  before  the  Wisconsin  pri¬ 
mary.9  Indeed,  they  considered  a  variety  of  op¬ 
tions  to  reduce  the  potential  impact  that  similar 
events  in  any  of  a  number  of  areas  could  have 
during  the  last  month  of  the  presidential  cam¬ 
paign,  and  thus  reduce  Carter’s  potential  to 
create  an  “October  Surprise’’.10 

To  guard  against  a  possible  October  Sur¬ 
prise,  the  Reagan  campaign  took  a  two-prong 
approach.  The  first  was  to  monitor  public  in¬ 
formation  channels  in  an  effort  to  identify  and 
anticipate  areas  where  Carter  might  make  a  po¬ 
litical  decision  or  action  to  affect  the  election.11 
The  second  involved  an  effort  to  inoculate  the 
public  against  the  possibility  of  politically-moti¬ 
vated  decisions,  including  an  effort  to  familiar¬ 
ize  the  public  with  the  idea  that  a  last-minute 
political  maneuver  could  be  expected.12  As  part 
of  this  approach,  the  Reagan  campaign  also 
conducted  analysis  of  its  possible  responses  to 
various  scenarios  which  might  develop. 

Nothing  about  these  activities,  by  themselves, 
is  improper.  As  the  Albosta  Report  noted, 
“[a]ny  presidential  campaign  organization,  if  it 
intends  to  succeed,  will  gather  information 
about  its  political  opponents  and  use  that  infor- 


mation  to  further  the  goals  of  its  candidate. 
There  is  nothing  improper  in  such  activities,  so 
long  as  the  information  gathering  techniques 
used  do  not  involve  unethical  or  illegal  con¬ 
duct.”  13 

The  activities  of  the  Reagan  campaign,  the 
allegations  regarding  specific  instances  of  im¬ 
proper  conduct,  and  the  findings  of  the  Task 
Force  are  more  fully  set  forth  below. 

B.  Reagan  Campaign 
Activities  To  Acquire 
Information  About  the 
Hostage  Crisis 

As  the  Albosta  Report  recognized,  a  success¬ 
ful  presidential  campaign  will  gather  informa¬ 
tion  about  its  political  opponents  and  use  that 
information  to  further  the  goals  of  its  candi¬ 
date.  In  addition,  it  is  a  political  reality  that 
supporters  may  approach  a  campaign  with  un¬ 
solicited  advice,  rumors  and  information  in  an 
effort  to  assist  the  campaign.14 

The  Reagan  campaign,  in  fact,  actively  moni¬ 
tored  public  information  concerning  the  hos¬ 
tage  crisis.  In  addition  to  this  monitoring,  sev¬ 
eral  senior  members  of  the  Reagan  campaign 
were  prominent  in  the  Washington  foreign 
policy  community,  and  maintained  those  con¬ 
tacts  during  the  campaign.15 

Several  members  of  the  Reagan  campaign 
also  had  formal  contact  with  members  of  the 
Carter  Administration  and  the  United  States 
government.  For  example,  Richard  Allen  had 
contact  with  Brzezinski,  Muskie,  Warren  Chris¬ 
topher  and  Harold  Saunders  during  the  cam¬ 
paign.16  William  Van  Cleave  stated  that  he  had 
official  contact  with  David  Aaron  and  an  NSC 
staff  member,  Jasper  Welch,  during  the  cam¬ 
paign.17  Charles  Kupperman  stated  that  “there 
were  people  in  the  administration  who  fur¬ 
nished  their  friends  on  the  Hill  with  informa¬ 
tion  that  probably  got  passed  onto  the  cam¬ 
paign  as  well.”  18  Van  Cleave  stated  that  people 
at  the  Pentagon  wished  the  Reagan  campaign 
well  and  were  willing  to  provide  assistance.19 
Allen,  Van  Cleave  and  Kupperman  each  stated, 
however,  that  they  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
Reagan  campaign  being  supplied  classified  ma¬ 
terial  or  being  furnished  any  information  ille¬ 
gally.20  As  Kupperman  said,  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  received  very  good  information  from  the 


public  domain,  and  “didn’t  have  any  ‘deep 
throats’  feeding  us  information  on  what  was 
going  on  with  the  hostages  in  Iran.”  21 

The  Reagan  campaign  also  had  informal  con¬ 
tacts  with  Iranians  in  the  United  States.22  Ikle 
stated  that  he  was  approached  by  Iranians  in 
Washington  who  thought  that  they  could  be 
“helpful”,  claiming  that  “we  can  do  something, 
find  out  what  is  happening,  get  the  hostage  out 
after  Reagan  is  elected,  whatever.”  23  Ikle  said 
that  he  paid  little  attention  to  these  statements 
because  the  claims  “seemed  to  me  most  like 
garbage”  that  the  campaign  “did  not  want  to 
touch.”  24  Ikle  stated  that  the  campaign  did  not 
have  any  formal  meetings  with  Iranians,  but 
that  “there  may  have  been  meetings  in  Dick 
Allen’s  office  with  some  American  Iranians  or 
an  Iranian  walked  in.”  25 

1.  The  Campaign  Operations 
Center 

The  efforts  to  monitor  public  information 
commenced  in  early  September  at  the  Reagan- 
Bush  campaign  headquarters  in  Arlington,  Vir¬ 
ginia.  The  campaign  established  an  “operations 
center”  that  monitored  the  three  major  televi¬ 
sion  networks  twenty-four  hours  a  day  and  re¬ 
viewed  several  newspapers  (such  as  the  Wash¬ 
ington  Post  and  the  New  York  Times)  and  wire 
news  services  (such  as  Associated  Press,  United 
Press  International  and  Reuters).26  The  oper¬ 
ations  center  attempted  to  provide  the  cam¬ 
paign  with  the  same  flow  of  information  from 
public  sources  that  was  available  to  the  White 
House.27  The  operations  center  prepared  a 
daily  summary  of  the  news,  and  a  member  of 
the  operations  center  staff  gave  a  daily  morning 
briefing  open  to  all  members  of  the  campaign 
staff.28  The  operations  center  staff  also  kept 
track  of  the  whereabouts  of  campaign  officials 
and  maintained  a  log  book  of  the  operations 
center  activity. 

Based  on  the  statements  of  several  Reagan 
campaign  members  during  the  Albosta  subcom¬ 
mittee  investigation  that  the  campaign  main¬ 
tained  an  “intelligence  operation”  to  gather  in¬ 
formation  during  the  campaign,  the  allegation 
has  been  made  that  the  operations  center  im¬ 
properly  gathered  non-public  information  from 
inside  the  Carter  administration.29 

The  individuals  staffing  the  operations 
center,  however,  stated  that  they  relied  upon 


material  from  public  sources  to  conduct  their 
analysis,  and  did  not  actively  seek  information 
from  sources  within  the  United  States  govern¬ 
ment  or  Carter  administration.30  In  the  Albosta 
Report,  the  four  watch  officers  and  the  head  of 
the  operations  center  denied  seeing  any  classi¬ 
fied  information  from  the  Carter  administra¬ 
tion.31  These  individuals  also  stated  that  they 
neither  participated  in  nor  knew  about  any 
covert  “intelligence  operation”  for  the  Reagan 
campaign.32  The  Task  Force  received  similar 
testimony.33 

In  sum,  the  Task  Force  has  found  no  evi¬ 
dence  to  suggest  that  the  Reagan  campaign  en¬ 
gaged  in  any  illegal  conduct  through  the  oper¬ 
ations  center. 

2,  Robert  Garrick’s  Monitoring 
Activities 

As  the  campaign  entered  the  final  month  and 
the  Iranians  waged  a  bitter  war  with  Iraq,  spec¬ 
ulation  ran  high  of  a  possible  exchange  of 
United  States  spare  parts  for  the  hostages.  As 
early  as  September  24,  two  days  after  the  first 
major  advance  by  Iraqi  forces  against  Iran,  re¬ 
porters  asked  Carter  about  whether  an  ex¬ 
change  could  be  arranged  of  spare  parts  for  the 
hostages,  to  which  he  responded,  “[w]e’re  con¬ 
sulting  through  other  means  with  Iran,  as  we 
have  been  for  many  months,  about  a  safe  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages,  but  that  particular  point 
would  perhaps  be  better  for  me  not  to  single 
out  among  the  others.”  34 

The  speculation  in  the  press  continued 
throughout  the  final  month  of  the  election  that 
a  deal  exchanging  spare  parts  for  hostages  was 
impending,  and  that  the  Carter  administration 
was  seeking  such  an  agreement  before  the  No¬ 
vember  4  election.35 

Robert  Garrick,  the  campaign’s  director  of 
operations  and  research,  testified  to  the  Task 
Force  that  he  became  aware  through  reports  in 
the  Washington  Post  that  large  amounts  of 
military  spare  parts  ordered  and  paid  for  by  the 
shah  were  sitting  in  “piles”  at  American  air 
force  bases.36  Garrick  also  testified  that 
“[s]omeplace  along  the  line  the  concept  was 
developed  that  the  Iranians  may  be  dealing 
with  Carter’s  people  to  say,  ’Give  us  this  pile  of 
stuff  and  we’ll  give  you  the  hostages.’  ”  37  Gar¬ 
rick  engaged  a  number  of  retired  military  re¬ 
serve  officers  to  observe  on  a  periodic  basis 


several  air  bases  for  activity  indicating  move¬ 
ment  of  the  spare  parts  and  possible  prepara¬ 
tion  for  a  second  rescue  mission. 

Garrick’s  version  of  this  activity  was  corrobo¬ 
rated  by  several  other  members  of  the  Reagan 
campaign.38  The  Reagan  campaign  received  no 
information  concerning  the  movement  of  spare 
parts  as  a  result  of  this  activity,  nor  did  it  re¬ 
ceive  any  other  classified  information  from  Gar¬ 
rick’s  observation.39  While  Reagan  campaign 
officials  would  listen  to  information  from  Gar¬ 
rick  about  this  project,  the  project  was  not  per¬ 
ceived  to  be  a  serious  effort.40 

In  addition  to  the  observation  of  air  bases, 
Garrick  also  prepared  a  memorandum  to  Ed 
Meese,  dated  October  26,  1980,  concerning  a 
list  of  “aircraft  parts”  that  Iran  had  paid  for.41 
The  cover  memo  stated  that  “[t]his  is  from  the 
‘aircraft  parts’  package.  This  is  public  record 
and  can  be  used  as  we  see  fit.  Iran  has  paid  for 
all  this  stuff — they  hold  title.”  The  attached 
memorandum  included  a  list  of  over  $250  mil¬ 
lion  in  material  titled  to  Iran  that  could  be 
shipped  by  the  Carter  administration  on  short 
notice.  Garrick  testified  that  he  asked  a  cam¬ 
paign  staff  member  to  prepare  the  list  from  the 
Congressional  public  records  on  approved  mili¬ 
tary  transfers  to  Iran.42 

Based  upon  these  facts,  the  Task  Force  con¬ 
cludes  that  the  efforts  by  the  Reagan  campaign 
to  monitor  the  movement  of  spare  parts  or  de¬ 
termine  the  scope  of  the  spare  parts  available 
was  not  illegal. 

Garrick’s  files  also  contained  information 
concerning  other  hostage-related  activity.  On 
October  24,  1980,  Edwin  Meese  sent  a  memo¬ 
randum  stating  that  Garrick  “is  assigned  special 
responsibility  for  coordinating  Campaign  Head¬ 
quarters  activities  relating  to  our  response  to 
the  hostage  situation.”  43  The  recipients  of  this 
memo  have  recalled  that  the  purpose  of  this 
memo  was  to  allow  Garrick  to  devote  his  atten¬ 
tion  to  monitoring  the  flood  of  public  material 
appearing  on  the  hostage  crisis  in  the  last  days 
of  the  election.44  Although  unsure  of  the  exact 
nature  of  Garrick’s  assignment,  Halper  stated 
that  the  memos  about  the  special  assignment 
were  intended  to  allow  Garrick  to  pay  closer  at¬ 
tention  to  the  news  services  and  newspapers 
for  any  news  of  a  development  in  the  hostage 
crisis.45  Halper  stated  that  he  thought  Garrick 
probably  was  to  be  the  contact  person  for  any 


new  information  on  the  hostage  issue,  and 
probably  was  responsible  to  convey  that  infor¬ 
mation  to  the  appropriate  staff  members.46 

The  day  before,  on  October  23,  1980,  Gar¬ 
rick  had  prepared  a  memorandum  to  Ed  Meese 
reporting  that  Bill  Casey  had  asked  him  to  pre¬ 
pare  a  list  of  the  hostages.47  The  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  files  also  contain  a  memorandum  to  Gar¬ 
rick  from  another  campaign  official,  dated  Oc¬ 
tober  27,  1980,  listing  the  names  of  certain 
hostage  family  members  and  their  political  af¬ 
filiations.48  Another  memorandum,  dated  Octo¬ 
ber  27,  1980,  reported  on  the  efforts  of  a  town 
clerk  in  Massachusetts  who  was  trying  to  ar¬ 
range  for  voter  materials  and  absentee  ballots 
to  be  sent  to  the  hostages.49  One  copy  of  this 
document  has  a  header  indicating  that  the 
memo  was  from  Garrick,  while  another  indi¬ 
cates  that  it  is  from  Ed  Gray  to  Casey.50  Neither 
Garrick  nor  Meese  could  recall  the  reason  that 
these  memos  were  prepared.51  The  information 
concerning  the  hostages,  however,  was  repeat¬ 
edly  listed  in  public  source  material  available 
during  the  fall  of  1980. 52 

The  Task  Force  has  not  been  able  to  deter¬ 
mine  the  exact  nature  of  Garrick’s  special  re¬ 
sponsibility,  but  has  found  no  evidence  indicat¬ 
ing  that  it  involved  any  illegal  activity. 

C.  Reagan  Campaign 
Activities  To  Disseminate 
Information  About  the 
Hostage  Crisis 

The  Reagan  campaign  considered  a  variety 
of  strategies  to  deal  with  the  potential  October 
Surprise.  The  primary  strategy  was  to  inoculate 
the  public  against  the  impact  of  an  October 
Surprise.  This  strategy  is  discussed  more  fully 
below. 

1.  The  October  Surprise:  The 
Reagan  Inoculation  Strategy 

Several  senior  officials  in  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  were  well  aware  of  the  power  held  by  an 
incumbent  president  to  impact  a  presidential 
campaign  with  a  well-timed  announcement  on 
an  issue  of  importance  to  the  public.53  These 
individuals  also  held  the  view,  whether  correct 
or  not,  that  President  Carter  already  had  dem¬ 
onstrated  his  willingness  during  the  Wisconsin 


primary  to  make  such  a  political  move.54  The 
Reagan  campaign  thus  considered  a  variety  of 
approaches  to  deal  with  the  potential  of  an  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise,  and  adopted  a  strategy  of  in¬ 
oculation  to  familiarize  the  public  with  the  idea 
that  a  late-breaking  politically-timed  develop¬ 
ment  should  be  expected.55 

As  Richard  Allen  stated,  the  goal  of  the  strat- 
egy  was  to  anticipate  the  areas  where  Carter 
might  attempt  to  utilize  the  power  of  his  in¬ 
cumbency,  and  heighten  suspicions  of  dramatic 
moves  in  those  areas.  “If  we  could  do  all  that 
in  advance  it  would  automatically  discount  any¬ 
thing  that  happened.  We  could  say,  ‘See,  right 
here  we  predicted  it.’  ’’  56  Part  of  this  strategy 
included  having  Reagan  campaign  spokespeo- 
ple  “put  the  press  on  notice,  primarily,  that 
Carter  using  the  office  of  the  presidency  might 
attempt  to  do  something  dramatic  to  boost 
what  we  hoped  would  be  his  failing  fortunes, 
politically,  in  the  fall.”  57 

In  fact,  the  Reagan  campaign  made  little 
secret  about  its  planning  to  deal  with  a  possible 
October  Surprise,  and  even  made  efforts  to 
persuade  “the  press  that  we  were  meeting 
every  day  and  closely  conferring  about  the  im¬ 
plications  of  the  hostage  release  or  anything 
else  of  that  type.”  58  The  most  prominent  men¬ 
tion  came  in  an  October  7,  1980  story  in  the 
New  York  Times  concerning  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  efforts  to  monitor  the  possibility  that 
Carter  would  try  to  win  the  election  with  an 
October  Surprise.59 

2.  The  October  Surprise  Group 

The  October  7,  1980  New  York  Times  piece 
detailed  the  work  of  the  “October  Surprise 
Group”,  which  the  article  stated  devoted  much 
of  its  time  to  “guessing  of  possible  Carter 
moves  and  the  formation  of  counter-moves  to 
preserve  Mr.  Reagan’s  current  lead  in  the 
polls.”  60  The  October  Surprise  Group  was  a 
group  of  individuals  who  provided  foreign 
policy  and  defense  advice  to  the  campaign. 
Among  the  issues  discussed  by  the  group  were 
strategies  and  possible  media  responses  to  pos¬ 
sible  developments  regarding  the  hostages  that 
required  anticipation  and  planning. 

The  group  included  among  its  members 
Richard  V.  Allen,  Fred  C.  Ikle,  Charles  M.  Kup- 
perman,  John  R.  Lehman,  Jr.,  Thomas  H. 
Moore,  Robert  G.  Neumann,  Eugene  V. 


Rostow,  Laurence  Silberman,  William  R.  Van 
Cleave,  Seymour  Weiss.61  Not  all  of  these  mem¬ 
bers  attended  all  meetings,  and  additional 
people  may  have  participated  in  other  meet¬ 
ings. 

It  has  been  alleged  that  Robert  McFarlane, 
then  an  aide  to  Senator  John  Tower,  participat¬ 
ed  in  at  least  one  October  Surprise  Group 
meeting,  where  he  allegedly  proposed  deliver¬ 
ing  arms  to  Iran  in  exchange  for  release  of  the 
hostages.62  This  claim  is  allegedly  supported  by 
a  public  statement  made  by  Ray  Tanter,  a  cam¬ 
paign  advisor  on  Middle  East  issues.63  Partici¬ 
pants  in  the  October  Surprise  group  did  not 
remember  McFarlane  participating  in  any  meet¬ 
ings  or  make  such  a  proposal.64  McFarlane  also 
stated  that  he  did  not  attend  any  October  Sur¬ 
prise  Group  meetings  or  making  such  a  pro¬ 
posal.65  Tanter  stated  that  his  public  statement 
was  only  a  repetition  of  what  had  been  alleged 
in  the  media.66  The  Task  Force  has  found  no 
evidence  to  support  the  allegation  of  McFar- 
lane’s  participation  in  the  October  Surprise 
Group  or  alleged  suggestion  of  delivering  arms 
to  Iran  in  exchange  for  release  of  the  hostages. 

The  October  Surprise  Group  members  were 
drawn  from  a  group  of  approximately  60  advis¬ 
ers  for  the  Reagan  campaign  for  research  and 
guidance  on  a  foreign  policy  issues.  A  memo 
listing  smaller  subgroups  of  these  advisors 
made  reference  to  the  Iran  Working  Group, 
which  was  to  review  the  ‘‘[p]roblem  of  U.S. 
hostages;  growing  instability  and  the  implica¬ 
tions  of  general  collapse  into  chaos;  assessment 
of  Soviet  options  and  objectives;  examination 
of  U.S.  policy  options.”  67  Unlike  the  other  sub¬ 
groups  whose  members  were  listed,  the  memo 
stated  that  the  ‘‘names  of  Advisors  participating 
will  remain  ‘unlisted’.”  Ikle  stated  that  this  type 
of  information  is  ‘‘very  teasing,”  but  was  likely 
done  to  free  the  group  from  the  distraction  of 
the  many  people  approaching  the  campaign 
with  ideas  about  the  hostage  crisis  who  wanted 
to  share  them  with  the  campaign.68  The  Task 
Force  found  no  other  evidence  concerning  the 
Iran  Working  Group. 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  evidence  to 
suggest  any  illegal  activity  conducted  by  either 
the  October  Surprise  Group  or  the  Iran  Work¬ 
ing  Group. 


3.  Skyline  Towers  Group 

Another  group  of  Reagan  campaign  staff 
members  considering  the  October  Surprise 
issue  was  referred  to  as  the  ‘‘Skyline  Towers 
group,”  and  consisted  of  several  high-level 
campaign  officials  who  lived  in  the  Skyline 
Towers  apartments  building  in  Falls  Church, 
Virginia,  near  the  campaign  headquarters.  The 
group  included  at  various  times  Richard  Wirth- 
lin,  Ed  Meese,  William  Casey,  Peter  Dailey  and 
Robert  Garrick.69  The  Skylines  Tower  group 
met  at  6:30  or  7:00  in  the  morning  at  Richard 
Wirthlin’s  apartment  at  times  during  October, 
1980,  to  discuss  the  campaign’s  plans  and  strat¬ 
egy  concerning  actions  by  both  candidates.70 
The  group  also  discussed  strategy  in  the  event 
of  a  release  of  the  hostages,  and  to  discuss  the 
idea  of  getting  out  to  the  public  the  concept  of 
a  possible  October  Surprise.71  For  example,  the 
group  approved  the  making  of  television  com¬ 
mercials  that  would  be  aired  in  the  event  that 
the  hostages  were  released.72 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  evidence  to 
suggest  any  illegal  activity  conducted  by  the 
Skyline  Towers  group. 

4.  Other  Media  Strategy  Activity 

The  inoculation  and  media  strategy  planning 
by  groups  such  as  the  October  Surprise  Group 
and  the  Skyline  Towers  group  were  closely 
linked  to  the  Reagan  campaign’s  monitoring  of 
the  public  perceptions  of  the  hostage  crisis. 
Key  strategist  and  pollster  Richard  Wirthlin 
conducted  polls  to  measure  the  strength  of 
Reagan  and  Carter  support  and  also  measure 
the  possible  effect  of  a  hostage  release. 

Wirthlin  recalled  that  his  polls  in  early  Octo¬ 
ber  indicated  that  Carter  had  a  slight  lead  on 
Reagan,  but  even  as  early  as  October  2,  1980, 
Wirthlin’s  polls  indicated  that  people  had 
grown  cynical  about  the  political  motives 
behind  any  sudden  hostage  release  and  would 
not  give  Carter  credit  for  such  action.73  By  mid- 
October,  Wirthlin’s  information  showed 
Reagan  in  the  lead,  and  demonstrated  the  pub¬ 
lic’s  ‘‘mid-October  cynicism”  on  the  hostage 
issue.74  As  Wirthlin  stated,  ‘‘[t]he  closer  to  the 
election  date,  the  less  power  leveraging  the 
hostages  could  provide  to  Carter  in  attempting 
to  win  reelection.”  75 


Others  members  of  the  Reagan  campaign, 
however,  believed  that  the  election  could  still 
be  swayed  by  an  October  Surprise,  and  contin¬ 
ued  planning  for  a  possible  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.76  On  October  19,  Stef  Halper  wrote  a 
memo  to  Meese  discussing  the  hostage  situa¬ 
tion,  and  advised  the  campaign  to  continue  to 
emphasize  a  possible  release  so  as  to  generate 
expectations  that  this  will  occur  and  heighten 
the  credibility  problem  for  Carter.77  In  late  Oc¬ 
tober,  Robert  Gray  prepared  a  memorandum 
for  Meese  that  stated,  “[a]s  we  reach  for  con¬ 
tingency  plans  re  hostages  we  should  keep  in 
mind  our  ability  to  sow  a  story  or  start  news 
trends  by  non-attributable  comments  to  news¬ 
men.  If  we  leak  to  news  sources  our  knowledge 
of  the  Carter-planned  events,  spelling  out  what 
Carter  will  do  to  make  a  media  event  of  the  re- 
lease-phased  return  ...  we  can  get  the  press 
[to]  say  that  Carter  is  politicizing  the  issue.”  78 
Gray  testified  that  the  Reagan  campaign  would 
not  provide  information  to  the  media  aside 
from  the  general  concept  that  they  should  be 
alerted  that  a  release  would  be  politically  moti¬ 
vated.79 

On  October  29,  Richard  Williamson  wrote  a 
memorandum  to  Paul  Laxalt  (Reagan  campaign 
committee  chairman),  Bill  Casey  and  Ed  Meese 
entitled  “The  FINAL  Days — October  Surprise 
shifts  to  November  Desperation  Ploy.”  80  This 
memo  states  that  if  the  Reagan  polls  are  cor¬ 
rect  (indicating  Reagan  with  a  substantial  lead 
in  the  electoral  college  vote),  then  “we  can 
expect  Carter  to  make  a  dramatic  drastic  move 
on  Saturday  or  Sunday.”  The  memo  recom¬ 
mended  that  the  Reagan  campaign  take  steps 
to  ensure  that  no  major  mistakes  were  made  by 
the  Reagan  campaign  and  that  the  campaign 
prepare  the  media  for  the  possibility  of  a  last- 
minute  announcement  by  Carter.81 

William  Casey,  on  October  27,  1980,  sent  a 
similar  message.  In  a  memo  addressed  to  all 
Reagan-Bush  staff,  he  advised  that 
“[precautions  must  be  taken  to  make  sure 
nothing  is  attributed  to  our  campaign  organiza¬ 
tion  that  could  in  any  way  be  said  to  jeopardize 
the  possibility  of  securing  the  release  of  the 
hostages.  That  means  that  nobody,  except 
those  who  are  specifically  authorized,  express 
opinions  to  the  media  from  now  until  election 
day.”  82  Anxiety  about  a  possible  October  Sur¬ 
prise  continued  among  the  campaign  workers, 
including  Casey,  up  until  election  day.83 


On  the  same  day,  Casey  attended,  along  with 
Meese  and  Allen,  an  official  briefing  at  the 
State  Department  presented  by  Assistant  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Harold  Saunders.84  Saunders 
briefed  the  members  of  the  Reagan  campaign 
on  the  status  of  negotiations  with  the  Iranians 
(including  the  Iranian  interest  in  military  spare 
parts)  and  on  the  Iranian  efforts  to  maintain 
arms  supply.85  As  Allen  stated,  “They  were  the 
guys  who  started  talking  about  spare  parts;  it 
wasn’t  us.”  86  Saunders  stated  that  the  Reagan 
representatives  wanted  a  measure  “of  the  state 
of  administration  thinking  about  the  timing  of 
the  release  and  this  potential  possibility  for  ne¬ 
gotiations.”  87 

On  November  2,  1980,  two  days  before  the 
American  presidential  elections,  the  Iranian 
Majlis  reached  a  decision  concerning  the  condi¬ 
tions  for  release  of  the  hostages.  Carter,  who 
had  been  campaigning  in  Chicago,  was  in¬ 
formed  of  the  Majlis  decision  in  the  predawn 
hours  of  November  2. 88  He  returned  to  the 
White  House  for  meetings  with  his  advisers, 
and  at  6:22  p.m.,  appeared  on  television  to  an¬ 
nounce  that  the  Majlis  conditions  “appear  to 
offer  a  positive  basis”  for  a  settlement  of  the 
crisis.89 

The  Reagan  campaign  took  steps  to  assess 
the  effect  that  this  development  might  have  on 
the  election.  Casey  forwarded  a  memorandum 
to  Reagan  on  November  2,  the  day  of  the 
Majlis  decision,  indicating  that  he  expected 
Carter  “to  project  a  show  of  strength  and  pro¬ 
tect  the  dignity  and  honor  of  the  United  States 
by  rejecting  these  demands  as  outrageous.”  90 
He  further  stated  that  he  believed  Carter  would 
be  “perceived  as  having  engaged  in  a  desperate 
last  attempt  to  manipulate  the  hostages  again 
for  political  benefit.”  He  therefore  suggested 
that  the  Reagan  campaign  “should  say  very 
little  and  leave  it  that  way.”  91 

Casey,  however,  left  little  to  chance,  and  un¬ 
dertook  the  costly  effort  of  commissioning  a 
national  poll  survey  between  8  a.m.  and  1 1 
a.m.  on  November  2,  1980,  to  assess  the 
impact  of  the  Majlis  decision.92  The  poll  indi¬ 
cated  that  if  Carter  had  been  able  to  bring  the 
hostages  back  on  Monday,  it  would  have  had 
“either  no  effect  or  would  likely  have  back- 
lashed  on  Carter  and  helped  [Reagan].”  93  The 
campaign  nevertheless  reserved  half-hour 
blocks  of  time  for  Monday  night  on  the  three 


major  television  networks  to  respond  to  the 
hostages’  possible  return,  and  reserved  a  studio 
in  San  Diego  for  Reagan  to  address  the  country 
live  Monday  night  if  the  hostages  came  home.94 

D.  Specific  Allegations  of 
Access  to  Non-Public 
Material 

The  Task  Force  also  investigated  specific  al¬ 
legations  that  the  Reagan  campaign  sought  and 
obtained  unauthorized  access  to  specific  United 
States  government  information  and  non-public 
documents  concerning  the  hostage  situation. 

1.  Information  Concerning  the 
Shah’s  Assets 

An  undated,  typed  memo  in  Robert  Garrick’s 
files  at  the  Reagan  Presidential  Library  stated 
that  “president  will  agree  to  assint  [sic]  the 
proceedure  [sic]  to  get  the  Shaa  [sic]  weath 
[sic]  back  to  Iran.  Iranian  govement  [sic]  is  pay¬ 
ing  $800,000  to  aberranth  [sic]  via  U.S.  Govern¬ 
ment  to  locate  abersee  [sic]  to  get  the  shahs 
[sic]  funds.  .  .  .  Secret  meetings  i  [sic]  Paris, 
Geneva.’’  95  This  document  was  attached  to  an¬ 
other  undated,  handwritten  document  listing 
the  name  and  address  of  a  law  firm  that  repre¬ 
sented  Iranian  interests  in  the  U.S.  at  the  time 
of  the  hostage  crisis,96  and  another  undated, 
handwritten  document  mentioning  “Issues  & 
Answers’’  and  Ghotbzadeh.97  The  memoran¬ 
dum  appears  to  have  been  prepared  by  Gar¬ 
rick.98 

Garrick  did  not  recall  these  documents,  nor 
did  he  recall  any  discussions  with  anybody  con¬ 
cerning  the  shah’s  assets  or  any  secret  meetings 
in  Paris  or  Geneva.99  Meese  stated  that  he  had 
no  recollection  of  any  information  on  alleged 
secret  meetings,  but  stated  that  he  thought  the 
mention  of  “Issues  8c  Answers’’  refers  to  “a 
special  performance  of  ‘Issues  8c  Answers’, 
which  was  a  Sunday  talk  show  at  the  time;  and 
it  was  the  special  ‘Issues  8c  Answers*  program 
with  that  ex-Iranian  foreign  minister.’’  100 
Thomas  Shack,  who  was  a  named  partner  at 
the  time  in  the  law  firm  of  Abourezk,  Shack  & 
Mendenhall,  said  his  law  firm  had  been  hired 
by  Iran  to  locate  assets  of  the  shah,  but  that  the 
firm  was  not  paid  $800,000. 101  Shack  also 
stated  that  he  did  not  recall  having  knowledge 
of  secret  meetings  between  Ghotbzadeh  and 


Hamilton  Jordan  in  Paris  or  Geneva.102  In  addi¬ 
tion,  Shack  had  no  knowledge  of  any  contact 
between  his  firm  and  anyone  associated  with 
the  Reagan  campaign.103 

The  Task  Force  has  been  unable  to  ascertain 
the  source  of  the  information  contained  in 
these  memoranda,  but  has  found  no  evidence 
to  conclude  that  it  was  obtained  illegally. 

2.  Information  Concerning  the 
Iran-Iraq  War 

On  September  24,  1980,  Stef  Halper  pre¬ 
pared  a  memorandum  for  George  Bush  con¬ 
cerning  the  war  that  had  commenced  on  Sep¬ 
tember  22  between  Iran  and  Iraq.104  Halper 
had  a  conversation  with  Dr.  A1  Cottrell,  the  di¬ 
rector  of  Middle  East  Studies  at  Center  for 
Strategic  and  International  Studies  (“CSIS”), 
and  General  Brent  Scowcroft  (retired),  a 
former  national  security  assistant  to  President 
Ford  who  was  not  in  service  for  the  Carter  ad¬ 
ministration,  concerning  the  situation  .  in 
Iran.105  Halper  stated  that  Cottrell  and  Scow¬ 
croft  were  the  “two  people  I  thought  were  the 
most  knowledgeable  about  that  region.*’  106 

The  memo  stated  that  the  Iranians  have  few 
spare  parts,  but  that  “[s]pare  parts  could  make 
little  or  no  difference  in  force  capacity  at  this 
time.’’  The  memo  also  stated  the  type  of  intelli¬ 
gence  available  in  the  region  (“mostly  satellite, 
some  recon,  few  ground  sources’’),  and  stated, 
“Hostages.  Delay.  Teheran  [sic]  one  problem 
town.  Khomeini  [sic]  8c  Bani-Sadr  directly  in¬ 
volved  in  war.  Settlement  soon  viewed  as  un¬ 
likely.  No  clear  authority  in  Teheran.’’  107  The 
information  conveyed  to  Halper  by  these  non¬ 
government  advisors  was  also  being  reported 
in  the  press  during  this  time  period.108 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  contrary  evi¬ 
dence  concerning  the  source  of  the  information 
conveyed  to  Halper,  nor  has  the  Task  Force 
found  any  evidence  that  Halper’s  information 
was  illegally  obtained  from  the  United  States 
government. 

3.  Information  on  the  Second 
Rescue  Mission 

In  late  August,  1980,  journalist  Jack  Ander¬ 
son  prepared  a  series  of  five  articles  about  an 
alleged  military  force  being  massed  by  the 
United  States  against  Iran,  with  the  alleged 


goal  of  rescuing  the  American  hostages.  The 
Washington  Post ,  which  ordinarily  ran  Ander¬ 
son’s  column,  “declined  to  run  the  articles,  on 
grounds  it  could  not  independently  confirm  the 
allegations.  But  the  charges  were  syndicated, 
causing  wide-spread  unease  over  the 
nation.”  109  Rumors  of  a  possible  second  rescue 
mission  continued  throughout  the  remainder  of 
the  campaign,  even  though  the  Carter  adminis¬ 
tration  denied  any  plans  for  a  second  rescue 
mission.110 

The  Reagan  campaign  monitored  the  issue  of 
a  second  rescue  effort.  Allen  stated  in  his  depo¬ 
sition  before  the  Senate  committee  that  he  re¬ 
ceived  information  in  August  1980  that  the 
Carter  administration  was  contemplating  a 
second  hostage  rescue  mission.111  He  said  that 
he  immediately  informed  Brzezinski  that  he  had 
learned  of  the  planning  of  this  mission,  and 
agreed  that  he  would  not  disclose  this  informa¬ 
tion  publicly.112  Brzezinski  stated  that  he  did 
not  recall  meeting  with  Allen,  but  that  “it  could 
have  happened  very  briefly.”  113 

Allen  also  testified  before  the  Albosta  Sub¬ 
committee  that  an  October  10,  1980  entry  in 
his  personal  log  indicated  that  during  a  meet¬ 
ing  of  advisors  “Seymour  Weiss  provided  me 
with  information  concerning  planning  for  a 
second  hostage  rescue  attempt.  The  question 
of  such  an  occurrence  was  discussed  regularly 
at  the  time  by  members  of  the  campaign  orga¬ 
nization,  but  I  do  not  know  the  source  of  this 
particular  information.  To  the  best  of  my 
knowledge  the  Reagan-Bush  campaign,  or  indi¬ 
viduals  associated  with  it,  took  no  action  in  re¬ 
sponse  to  the  information  or  opinion  reflected 
in  that  note.”  114  Fred  Ikle  stated  that  he  re¬ 
membered  rumors  of  a  second  rescue  attempt, 
but  he  did  not  believe  the  rumors  to  be  plausi¬ 
ble.115  He  did  not  recall  the  source  of  the 
rumors  that  he  had  heard,  and  stated  that  the 
only  action  that  would  have  been  taken  would 
be  for  someone  to  have  prepared  a  brief  state¬ 
ment  in  the  event  that  a  rescue  mission  did 
happen.116 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  contrary  infor¬ 
mation  concerning  the  source  of  the  informa¬ 
tion  conveyed  to  Allen,  nor  has  the  Task  Force 
found  any  evidence  that  Anderson’s  column 
was  linked  to  the  information  Allen  received. 


4.  Information  on  Partial  Release 
of  Hostages 

A  notation  in  Allen  records  indicates  that  he 
received  information  on  October  10,  1980, 
from  Fred  Ikle  concerning  a  possible  partial  re¬ 
lease  of  hostages  for  spare  parts.117  It  has  been 
alleged  that  such  a  release  had  been  proposed 
to  the  Carter  administration  by  the  Iranians  at 
the  time,  and  that  the  information  on  the  par¬ 
tial  release  was  sensitive. 

In  early  September  1980,  the  Iranians  had 
demonstrated  an  interest  in  negotiating  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages.118  This  interest  lead  to  a 
series  of  meetings  in  mid-September,  1980  be¬ 
tween  American  negotiators  and  Iranian  repre¬ 
sentatives.  During  these  meetings,  the  Iranian 
and  American  negotiators  discussed  a  possible 
release  of  frozen  assets,  including  spare  parts, 
in  exchange  for  the  release  of  the  hostages. 
After  these  initial  discussions,  American  nego¬ 
tiators  considered  the  possibility  of  an  ex¬ 
change  of  military  equipment  for  the  hostages. 
From  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  discus¬ 
sions  concerning  a  possible  transfer  of  military 
material,  rumors  circulated  in  both  the  domes¬ 
tic  and  international  press  concerning  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  such  an  exchange.119  During  the 
period  from  the  outbreak  of  the  Iran-Iraq  war 
to  mid-October,  these  rumors  circulated  on  a 
near-daily  basis  in  several  major  papers. 120 

In  addition.  State  Department  documents  in¬ 
dicate  that  discussion  of  a  possible  release  of 
groups  of  hostages  in  stages  had  been  commu¬ 
nicated  by  the  Iranian  negotiator  to  the  Ger¬ 
mans  for  transmission  to  the  United  States  by 
October  12. 121  Press  reports  indicated  that 
rumors  of  a  partial  release  had  been  circulating 
during  the  fall  of  1980. 122 

In  his  deposition,  Ikle  stated  that  he  did  not 
recall  conveying  a  message  concerning  a  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages  in  exchange  for  arms  to 
Allen,  but  stated  that  it  is  likely  that  he  did  pass 
such  information.123  He  stated  that  he  generally 
made  daily  reviews  of  domestic  and  foreign 
newspapers  and  other  sources  to  keep  abreast 
of  developments  in  the  hostage  situation.124 
Ikle  also  stated  that  he  did  not  receive  informa¬ 
tion  during  the  course  of  the  campaign  con¬ 
cerning  the  hostage  situation  from  sources 
within  the  Carter  administration.125  Allen  stated 
before  the  Senate  subcommittee  that  he  made 


his  note  during  an  October  Surprise  Group 
meeting  and  was  quoting  a  rumor  that  Ikle  had 
heard  relating  to  a  possible  parts-for-hostages 
exchange. 126 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  contrary  evi¬ 
dence  concerning  the  source  of  the  information 
conveyed  by  Ikle  to  Allen,  nor  has  the  Task 
Force  found  any  evidence  that  Ikle’s  informa¬ 
tion  was  illegally  obtained  from  the  United 
States  government. 

5.  Information  on  the  Location  of 
the  Hostages 

Allen’s  telephone  log  for  October  13,  1980, 
includes  a  notation  that  reads  as  follows:  “1151 
Angelo  Codevilla — 938-9702.  DIA — Hostages — 
all  back  in  compound,  last  week.  Admin  embar¬ 
goed  intelligence.  Confirmed."  127  Angelo  Code¬ 
villa  was  a  former  intelligence  officer  who  in 
1980  was  a  staff  member  on  the  Senate  Select 
Committee  on  Intelligence  who  had  daily  con¬ 
tacts  with  intelligence  agencies.  Codevilla  was 
also  in  contact  during  the  campaign  with  Allen 
and  Van  Cleave.128 

Codevilla  recalls  hearing  that  the  hostages 
had  been  brought  into  one  location  about  the 
first  week  of  October,  but  could  not  remember 
how  he  discovered  this  information.129  While 
Codevilla  admitted  that  he  had  contacts  in  the 
Defense  Intelligence  Agency  (which  may  be  the 
reference  to  “DIA”  in  the  Allen  notation),  he 
would  neither  confirm  nor  deny  that  this  was 
the  source  of  his  information  on  the  location  of 
the  hostages,  nor  would  he  reveal  his  source 
even  if  he  could  recall.130  Codevilla  told  the  Al- 
bosta  Subcommittee,  however,  that  he  general¬ 
ly  was  not  aware  that  there  were  any  persons 
within  the  intelligence  agencies  who  provided 
information  to  the  Reagan-Bush  campaign 
without  proper  authorization. 131 

Codevilla  stated  that  he  recalled  telling  Allen 
that  the  hostages  were  back  in  one  location, 
and  said  that  the  fact  that  the  hostages  were 
gathered  together  might  have  indicated  that  the 
Carter  administration  was  in  fact  making  ar¬ 
rangements  with  Iran  for  a  last-minute  release 
of  the  hostages.132 

Aside  from  Allen’s  note,  the  Task  Force  has 
found  no  evidence  concerning  the  source  of 
the  information  conveyed  to  Allen  by  Code¬ 
villa. 


6.  WLS  Report 

In  mid-October,  1980,  media  reports  specu¬ 
lated  openly  about  the  possibility  that  the 
Carter  administration  would  strike  a  deal  with 
the  Iranians  for  an  exchange  of  arms-for-hos- 
tages.133  On  October  15,  1980,  a  reporter  for 
television  station  WLS  in  Chicago,  relying  on 
“exclusive  information,’’  reported  that  a  “deal 
was  in  the  works”  for  the  release  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  hostages  in  exchange  for  spare  military' 
parts;  that  the  hostages  were  assembled  in  the 
embassy;  and  that  the  deal  included  a  step-by- 
step  release  of  the  hostages.  After  a  State  De¬ 
partment  denial  of  this  information,  the  WLS 
reporter  stated  that  “we  stand  by  our  report.” 

The  suggestion  has  been  made  that  a 
member  of  the  Reagan  campaign  staff  may 
have  been  the  “informed  source”  for  the  WLS 
reporter.134  This  suggestion  was  first  based  on 
the  alleged  statement  of  an  unnamed  individual 
who  approached  the  Albosta  Subcommittee 
with  allegations  that  the  source  of  the  WLS 
story  “was  a  highly  placed  member  of  the  U.S. 
intelligence  community”  linked  to  the  Reagan 
campaign.135  The  individual,  who  spoke  on  the 
condition  that  “his  information  not  be  made 
known  to  the  minority  [Republican]  members 
or  staff,”  stated  that  the  alleged  source  provid¬ 
ed  the  information  to  delay  a  pre-election  re¬ 
lease  of  the  U.S.  hostages  in  Iran,  to  the  bene¬ 
fit  of  the  Reagan-Bush  campaign.”  136 

This  allegation  is  also  based  on  a  similarity 
between  information  in  the  WLS  report  and  in¬ 
formation  known  to  the  Reagan  campaign.137 

An  undated  memo  written  by  Anthony  Dolan 
to  Meese  stated  that  Dolan  had  been  told  by  a 
source  close  to  the  Senate  Intelligence  Com¬ 
mittee  of  the  possible  release  of  the  hostages, 
as  well  as  the  alleged  agreement  to  exchange 
spare  parts  for  the  hostages.138  The  memo  also 
stated  that  this  information  was  significant  be¬ 
cause  it  came  in  “before  the  Chicago  report 
about  spare  parts.”  Dolan  did  not  recall  the 
source  of  the  information  in  the  memo,  and 
stated  that  the  WLS  report  was  significant  be¬ 
cause  it  lent  some  credibility  to  report  he  had 
heard  earlier.  He  also  stated  that  he  had  never 
heard  anyone  suggest  that  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  should  leak  any  such  information  to  any 
reporter,  and  that  he  had  not  done  so  in  this 
case.139 


The  Task  Force  has  made  an  effort  to  obtain 
information  from  the  WLS  reporter  and  the 
unnamed  individual  who  reported  to  the  Albos- 
ta  subcommittee,  but  these  efforts  did  not  lead 
to  evidence  connecting  the  source  for  the  WLS 
information  to  the  Reagan  campaign. 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  evidence  to 
support  the  allegation  that  the  Reagan  cam¬ 
paign  disseminated  information  to  WLS. 

7.  ABC  XYZ  Memo 

Richard  Allen  prepared  a  memorandum 
dated  October  15,  1980  to  Reagan,  Casey, 
Meese  and  Wirthlin  that  discussed  a  telephone 
call  that  Allen  had  had  with  an  “unimpeachable 
source”  who  had  received  information  relating 
to  the  hostages*  release  directly  from  an  un¬ 
named  source  entitled  “ABC  XYZ.**  140  Three 
years  later,  Allen  told  the  Albosta  Subcommit¬ 
tee  that  ABC  XYZ  referred  to  then-Secretary  of 
State  Edmund  Muskie,  and  that  the  “unim¬ 
peachable  source*’  was  John  Wallach,  a  report¬ 
er  for  the  Hearst  newspapers.141 

The  1980  memo  stated  that  Allen  received  a 
phone  call  at  10:40  a.m.  from  the  unimpeach¬ 
able  source,  who  stated  that  ABC  XYZ  said  that 
“the  last  week  of  October  is  the  likely  time  for 
the  hostages  to  be  released”  and  that  this  could 
come  “at  any  moment,  as  a  bolt  out  of  the 
blue.”  The  source  also  generally  discussed  the 
political  climate  in  Iran  and  the  possible  release 
of  spare  parts  to  the  Iranians. 

Allen’s  phone  log  for  October  15  that  indi¬ 
cated  that  Wallach  had,  in  fact,  called  him  at 
10:35  with  information  similar  to  that  outlined 
in  Allen’s  memorandum  of  the  same  date.142 
The  phone  log  entry  also  contained  a  reference 
to  Muskie.143  Allen  confirmed  in  his  sworn  tes¬ 
timony  to  the  Task  Force  that  Wallach  was  the 
source  for  this  information  and  that  Wallach 
had  been  provided  the  information  by 
Muskie. 144 

During  the  Albosta  investigation,  Wallach 
told  the  FBI  that  he  covered  the  hostage  situa¬ 
tion  during  1980  and  spoke  with  State  Depart¬ 
ment  personnel  during  that  time  about  a  possi¬ 
ble  exchange  of  arms  for  the  hostages.145  While 
he  said  that  he  had  called  Allen  to  obtain  the 
campaign’s  opinion,  Wallach  also  told  the  FBI 
that  Muskie  was  not  his  source  of  information 
from  the  State  Department,  and  that  he  did  not 
tell  Allen  that  Muskie  was  his  source.146  The  Al¬ 
bosta  Subcommittee  also  found  that  “Wallach 


wrote  news  stories  providing  much  of  the  same 
information  found  in  Allen’s  memorandum”  on 
the  next  day. 147  This  information  was  generally 
available  from  other  public  sources,  as  well.148 

Meese  had  a  “general”  recollection  of  receiv¬ 
ing  the  ABC  XYZ  memo,  although  he  did  not 
recall  discussing  it  with  anybody.149  Wirthlin 
did  not  recall  seeing  the  memo,  but  said  that 
he  “probably”  did  but  that  it  did  not  “make  a 
terribly  strong  impression.”  150  He  said  that 
there  was  no  specific  action  taken  as  a  result  of 
the  memo  other  than  to  go  according  to  the 
Reagan  campaign’s  plan.151 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  evidence  which 
establishes  that  the  Reagan  campaign  illegally 
obtained  the  information  in  the  ABC  XYZ 
memorandum  from  the  United  States  govern¬ 
ment. 

8.  Herbert  Cohen  Contacts 

On  October  23,  1980,  William  Casey  met 
with  Herbert  Cohen,  a  negotiation  expert  who, 
until  April,  1980,  had  provided  papers  and 
advice  to  the  Carter  administration  concerning 
the  hostage  crisis,  and  had  meetings  with 
Carter  administration  officials.152  Prescott  Bush, 
George  Bush’s  brother,  met  Cohen  in  July, 
1980,  and  wrote  to  James  Baker  on  September 
13  asking  if  Baker  wanted  to  meet  with  Cohen. 
In  this  letter,  Prescott  Bush  stated  that  “[The 
Carter  administration  has]  several  contingency 
plans  which  call  for  different  types  of  action  .  . 

.  .  Herb  has  a  couple  of  reliable  sources  on  the 
National  Security  Council,  about  whom  the  Ad¬ 
ministration  does  not  know,  who  can  keep  him 
posted  on  the  developments.”  153  Cohen  denied 
that  he  told  Prescott  Bush  that  he  had  any 
secret  sources  on  the  NSC.154 

Casey  flew  to  New  York  to  meet  Cohen  on 
October  23,  and  Cohen  stated  that  Casey 
seemed  concerned  that  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion  would  attempt  a  last-minute  act  to  release 
the  hostages,  such  as  an  arms-for-hostages 
deal.155  Cohen  stated  that  he  told  Casey  he  did 
not  believe  that  a  hostage  deal  could  be 
reached  before  the  election.156  Cohen  says  that 
Casey  requested  Cohen  to  prepared  several  re¬ 
ports  concerning  the  hostage  crisis  and  foreign 
policy  mistakes  of  the  Carter  administration.157 

Later  in  the  month,  when  Cohen  was  in 
Washington,  the  two  met  again  three  days 
before  the  election.  They  had  a  discussion  “pri- 


marily  about  politics,  campaign,  New  York  City, 
and  very  little  of  substance  about  the  hostage 
situation.”  158 

The  Task  Force  reviewed  Cohen’s  report  to 
Casey,  as  well  as  copies  of  the  reports  Cohen 
made  to  the  Carter  Administration  which  were 
found  in  Casey’s  personal  papers,  and  has  con¬ 
cluded  that  these  reports  contain  general  nego¬ 
tiating  theories  and  did  not  contain  specific  or 
classified  information. 

9.  Evans  and  Novak  Column 

In  late  October  1980,  Evans  and  Novak  re¬ 
ported  that  White  House  counsel,  Lloyd  Cutler, 
had  negotiated  an  agreement  with  the  Iranians 
which  would  lead  to  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages.159  According  to  a  1983  interview  con¬ 
ducted  by  the  FBI  during  the  investigation  of 
the  theft  of  a  Carter  debate  book,  the  press 
secretary  to  President  Carter,  Jody  Powell,  said 
the  report  allegedly  contained  inaccurate  as 
well  as  sensitive  information  which  had  been 
closely  held  by  the  NSC  and  the  White 
House.160  Powell  told  the  FBI  that  he  called 
Roland  Evans  to  ask  why  “no  effort  was  made 
to  confirm  the  story  with  the  Carter  Adminis¬ 
tration  before  publication.  Evans  replied  be¬ 
cause  the  story  came  from  an  impeccable 
source  within  the  Reagan  campaign.”  161 

Evans  stated  that  his  stories  during  the  1980 
campaign  period  were  written  by  pooling  infor¬ 
mation  collected  over  a  period  of  time  from  a 
large  number  of  people  from  in  the  govern¬ 
ment  and  out  of  the  government,  as  well  as  the 
Reagan  and  Carter  campaigns. 162  He  therefore 
could  not  identify  a  source  for  his  information, 
and  stated  that  he  would  not  reveal  a  source 
even  if  he  could  remember. 163  Evans  also  stated 
that  he  did  not  question  Jody  Powell’s  recollec¬ 
tion  of  what  Evans  allegedly  said. 164  Evans  also 
noted  that  he  withdrew  the  story  after  ques¬ 
tions  were  raised  about  the  accuracy  of  some 
elements  of  the  story.165 

The  Task  Force  has  been  unable  to  learn  the 
identity  of  the  source. 
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Powell  also  told  the  FBI  that  “he  was  not  in  possession  of  any 
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X.  Alleged  Quid  Pro  Quo  Deliveries  of 

Arms 


H.  Res.  258,  Section  1(d):  Any  Sale 
or  other  Transmittal  of  arms,  spare 
parts,  or  other  assistance  in  1980  or 
thereafter,  by  any  persons  or  nation, 
intended  to  delay  the  release  of  the 
Americans  held  as  Hostages  by  Iran, 
and  any  approval,  acquiescence  or 
knowledge  of  such  sales  or  transmit¬ 
tals  by  the  1980  Reagan  Presidential 
Campaign  or  persons  representing  or 
associated  with  that  campaign. 

A.  Allegations 

It  has  been  alleged  that  meetings  held  in 
Paris  in  October,  1980  confirmed  an  agreement 
to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages  in  ex¬ 
change  for  the  delivery  of  arms.  This  agree¬ 
ment  has  been  called  the  quid  pro  quo  of  the  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise  allegations.  Three  variations  of 
the  alleged  agreement  have  been  offered:  (1) 
before  the  Republicans  assumed  power  in  Janu¬ 
ary,  1981,  arms  would  be  sent  from  Israel,  or 
under  Israeli  auspices,  to  Iran  through  private 
arms  brokers;  (2)  after  the  inauguration,  Israel 
would  be  permitted  to  begin  direct  arms  ship¬ 
ments  to  Iran  of  either  United  States  origin  or 
licensed  equipment  or  Israeli-manufactured  or 
repaired  equipment,  or  both.  To  the  extent 
that  United  States  origin  or  licensed  arms  were 
shipped,  the  United  States  would  replenish  Is¬ 
raeli  stockpiles;  and  (3)  after  the  inauguration, 
the  United  States  would  either  ship  arms  to 
Iran  openly,  under  the  Foreign  Military  Sales 
program,  or  covertly. 

The  Task  Force  investigated  each  of  these  al¬ 
legations  as  well  as  an  array  of  variations  on 
them.  This  investigation  included  interviews 
with  United  States  and  foreign  arms  dealers; 
Iranian  and  Israeli  government  officials;  Carter 


and  Reagan  Administration  officials  charged 
with  overseeing  arms  dealings  among  and  be¬ 
tween  the  United  States,  Israel,  and  Iran;  and 
several  investigative  reporters  specializing  in 
arms  trafficking  in  this  region.  Task  Force  in¬ 
vestigators  also  reviewed  thousands  of  docu¬ 
ments  from  the  Departments  of  State  and  De¬ 
fense,  as  well  as  relevant  United  States  intelli¬ 
gence  agencies  to  determine  whether  evidence 
could  support  the  quid  pro  quo  allegations.  This 
section  of  the  report  describes  the  findings  of 
the  Task  Force’s  investigation  into  the  arms  al¬ 
legations. 

B.  Israel-Iran  Relationship 


1.  Overview 

The  relationship  between  Iran  and  Israel 
from  1948  through  1979  was  characterized  by  a 
number  of  mutual  interests.  Following  the  sign¬ 
ing  of  the  1949  Arab-Israeli  armistice,  the  one 
year-old  state  of  Israel  found  itself  under  siege, 
its  Arab  neighbors  vowing  to  destroy  it.  Mili¬ 
tarily,  diplomatically  and  economically  isolated 
in  the  Arab  world,  Israel  tried  to  nurture  as 
many  relationships  as  possible  with  the  outer 
tier  of  non-Arab  Middle  East  countries — princi¬ 
pally  Iran,  Turkey,  and  Ethiopia — which  did 
not  see  Israel  as  a  threat  and  shared  its  pro- 
Western  foreign  policy.  At  the  same  time, 
Israel  also  sought  to  protect  the  well  being  of 
persecuted  Jews  living  in  the  Arab  world,  many 
of  whom  were  being  held  against  their  will  and 
used  as  leverage  against  Israel.  Israel’s  policy 
of  cultivating  relationships  with  countries  on 
the  perimeter  of  the  Middle  East  came  to  be 
known  as  the  “doctrine  of  periphery.’’  1  No¬ 
where  was  Israel  more  successful  in  promoting 


doctrine  than  in  its  policy  towards  Iran  from 
1950  through  1979. 

In  1950  Israel’s  embryonic  relationship  with 
Iran  provided  a  small  escape  from  the  political 
and  military  claustrophobia  in  which  the  Jewish 
State  found  itself  in  the  Middle  East.  For  Iran’s 
part,  a  relationship  with  Israel  helped  the  Shah 
establish  his  own  independence  in  the  Middle 
East,  partly  by  deterring  possible  hostile  acts  by 
Arab  states  such  as  Egypt.  As  the  Soviet  Union 
began  arming  enemies  of  both  Iran  and  Israel, 
Tehran  and  Jerusalem’s  interests  converged 
around  the  United  States’  goal  of  containing 
the  growth  of  Soviet  influence.  According  to  Is¬ 
raeli  historian  and  writer  Shmuel  Segev,  “For 
more  than  25  years,  the  United  States,  Israel 
and  Iran  worked  together  in  a  strategic  unoffi¬ 
cial  alliance  aimed  at  halting  the  Soviet  Union’s 
expansion  in  the  Middle  East  and  weakening  its 
friends  in  the  Arab  world”.2 

Although  Iran  had  voted  with  the  Arab  bloc 
against  the  creation  of  Israel  in  1948,  the  Shah 
soon  realized  that  an  alliance  with  Israel  could 
help  him  balance  the  power  of  Egypt  and  other 
Arab  countries  vying  for  leadership  of  the  Arab 
world.  In  1950  Iran  granted  de  facto  recognition 
to  Israel,  establishing  a  consulate  in  Jerusalem 
and  helped  Iranian  Jews  emigrate  to  Israel. 
Israel  gave  the  Shah  money  and  access  to  Israe¬ 
li  exports. 

Until  the  late  1950’s,  however,  Iran  main¬ 
tained  only  a  low-key  relationship  with  Israel, 
refusing  requests  to  upgrade  economic  or  dip¬ 
lomatic  status.  Yet,  spurred  on  by  the  increas¬ 
ingly  aggressive  acts  of  Egyptian  President 
Gamal  Abdel  Nasser,  who  nationalized  the  Suez 
Canal  in  1956,  the  1958  coup  in  Baghdad,  the 
Egypt-Syria  union,  and  the  1958  Egyptian-fo¬ 
mented  civil  insurrection  in  Lebanon,  the  Shah 
sought  closer  commercial  and  diplomatic  rela¬ 
tions  with  Israel.  The  Shah  began  supplying 
Israel  with  increasing  amounts  of  oil  and  Israel 
initiated  military  intelligence  exchanges  and 
training  programs  for  Iranian  army  and  security 
officers.3 

By  the  late  1960’s,  information  indicates  that 
top  Israeli  leaders  had  established  close  per¬ 
sonal  connections  and  relationships  with  key 
Iranian  officials.  Visits  to  each  country  by  top 
officials  of  the  other  became  frequent.  Israel’s 
military  relationship  with  Iran  began  to  grow. 
In  addition  to  training  military  officers,  Israel 


provided  Iran  light  ammunition,  spare  parts  for 
airplanes,  and  communications  equipment. 

The  quadrupling  of  oil  prices  prompted  Iran 
to  embark  on  a  massive  military  procurement 
program,  purchasing  tens  of  billions  of  dollars 
of  equipment  from  the  United  States.4  But  the 
Shah  also  wanted  to  diversify  his  military  sup¬ 
plies  and  lessen  his  dependence  on  the  United 
States.  In  1976  and  1977,  the  Shah  authorized 
Iranian  officials  to  begin  negotiations  with 
Israel  on  a  technical  assistance  program  to 
assist  Iran  in  developing  a  ground-to-air  missile 
and  long  range  artillery  shell.  The  program 
never  got  off  the  ground,  however,  mainly  due 
to  Israeli  fears  of  instability  in  Iran.  Israeli  offi¬ 
cials,  such  as  Uri  Lubrani  (Israel’s  unofficial 
Ambassador  to  Iran),  warned  American  officials 
in  the  mid-1970’s  that  internal  dissent  would 
topple  the  Shah  and  that  the  United  States 
needed  to  talk  to  Khomeini,  then  living  in  exile 
in  Paris.  American  officials  did  not  believe  that 
the  Shah  was  in  any  serious  political  trouble. 

2.  The  Fall  of  the  Shah 

At  the  time  of  the  Shah’s  fall,  the  Iranian 
government  had  approximately  $  1 2  billion 
worth  of  military  supplies  on  order  from  the 
United  States,  much  of  which  had  not  been 
paid  for.5  The  Iranian  government  was  also  ap¬ 
proximately  $600  million  behind  in  payments 
to  the  United  States  Foreign  Military  Sales 
(FMS)  Program.6  In  January  1979,  Eric  Von 
Marbod,  a  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  of  De¬ 
fense,  travelled  to  Iran  to  execute  an  agree¬ 
ment  providing  for  arms  sale  payments  to  the 
United  States  Government  and  private  Ameri¬ 
can  contractors,  and  sharply  curtailing  addi¬ 
tional  purchases  by  Iran.  While  ensuring  pay¬ 
ment  for  outstanding  obligations,  this  agree¬ 
ment  marked  the  exit  by  the  United  States  from 
arms  dealing  with  Iran.7 

While  United  States  arms  sales  were  ending 
the  Israelis  tried  to  establish  a  military  relation¬ 
ship  with  the  new  Iranian  regime.8  Israel  hoped 
to  retain  an  Iranian  counterweight  to  their 
Arab  neighbors  and  to  continue  to  protect  Jews 
still  residing  in  Tehran.9  The  turmoil  in  Iran 
meant  that  no  single  political  group  had 
enough  power  to  dictate  policy.  As  a  result, 
SAVAK  and  much  of  the  Iranian  military  com¬ 
mand  remained  in  place  long  after  the  fall  of 
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the  Shah.10  In  late  1979,  Israel  began  to  probe 
reestablishing  arms  links  with  Iran.11 

Thus,  of  primary  importance  to  the  Israelis 
was  the  continuation  of  the  arms  sales  connec¬ 
tion  which  had  served  Israel  so  well  under  the 
Shah.  Since  Israel  and  Iran  had  the  same 
United  States  based  military  systems,  the  Israe¬ 
lis  saw  a  role  for  themselves  as  a  supplier  of 
weapons  and  spare  parts  for  Iran. 12 

3.  Israel,  Iran,  and  the  Carter 
Administration 

Between  January  1979  and  November  4, 
1979,  the  possibility  of  United  States  arms  sales 
to  Iran  was  still  an  open  question.  With  the  sei¬ 
zure  of  the  American  hostages  on  November  4, 
1979,  United  States  arms  sales  policy  toward 
Iran  changed  dramatically.  On  November  8, 
1979,  the  United  States  halted  all  shipments  of 
military  spare  parts  previously  on  order  by 
Iran.13  This  was  followed  on  November  14, 
1979  by  President  Carter’s  order  freezing  Irani¬ 
an  assets  in  United  States  banks  and  their  for¬ 
eign  branches.14  On  December  22,  1979,  the 
Department  of  State  notified  all  manufacturers 
and  exporters  of  defense  articles  and  services 
that  all  shipments  to  Iran  of  United  States  mu¬ 
nitions  list  and  related  technology  articles  man¬ 
ufactured  abroad  were  being  suspended.15 
These  orders  prohibited  all  sales  of  United 
States  origin  items  and  items  manufactured 
under  United  States  license  by  the  United 
States,  Israel,  or  any  other  country.  This  prohi¬ 
bition  remained  in  effect  throughout  the  hos¬ 
tage  crisis. 

4.  The  Initial  Israeli  Request  to 
Sell  Arms,  April  1980 

The  government  of  Israel,  while  respecting 
the  terms  of  the  embargo,  believed  that 
progress  could  be  made  in  the  hostage  negotia¬ 
tions  by  taking  advantage  of  Iran’s  need  for 
arms. 

During  a  visit  to  Washington,  D.C.  on  April 
13,  1980,  a  high  level  Israeli  official  informed 
President  Carter  that  Israel  had  contacts  in  Iran 
that  could  be  useful  in  the  hostage  negotiations 
and  that  those  contacts  could  be  developed  fur¬ 
ther  if  Israel  was  permitted  to  sell  the  Iranians 
certain  kinds  of  military  equipment.16  President 
Carter  rejected  the  Israeli’s  offer  and  asked  his 
assurance  that  Israel  would  observe  the  arms 


embargo.17  Israel  agreed.18  According  to 
United  States  Ambassador  to  Israel,  Samuel 
Lewis,  the  Israelis  believed  that  the  proposal 
made  sense.  President  Carter  was  told  that  if 
Israel  felt  it  necessary  to  alter  its  policy  on  sell¬ 
ing  arms  to  Iran,  the  government  of  Israel 
would  advise  the  United  States  before  changing 
its  policy. 19 

5.  The  Iran-Iraq  War 

According  to  the  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions,  the  outbreak  of  war  between  Iran  and 
Iraq  in  September  1980,  caused  the  Iranians  to 
intensify  their  search  for  American  arms.  It  has 
also  been  alleged  that  Israel’s  desire  to  sell 
arms  to  Iran  likely  intensified  during  this 
period.  The  GOI  Report  directly  supports  the 
latter  premise: 

On  22  September  1980,  when  Iran 
was  still  engaged  with  problems  with 
the  revolution  at  home,  Iraq  invaded 
Iran.  Iran  found  itself  forced  to  repel 
the  attackers  while  it  was  in  isolation 
due  to  the  embargo  placed  on  arms 
deliveries  to  it. 

The  embargo  was  imposed  in  reac¬ 
tion  to  the  taking  of  the  United  States 
hostages  in  Tehran.  As  a  result,  Iran 
found  it  difficult  to  obtain  arms  in  reg¬ 
ular  channels  and  was  forced  to  look 
for  indirect  channels. 

Upon  outbreak  of  the  war,  Israel  and 
Iran  shared  a  common  enemy — Iraq — 
whose  advance  on  the  battlefield 
raised  Israeli  concern.  This  argument, 
together  with  those  stated  above,  led 
to  the  fostering  of  Israeli  policy  to  find 
ways  to  develop  ties  with  Iran,  one  of 
which  was  to  aid  the  Iranian  army  in 
its  distress,  by  the  dispatch  of  military 
equipment  (basic  and  not  sophisticat¬ 
ed)  which  Iran  required  urgently  for 
its  war  with  Iraq.  In  such  a  manner,  a 
channel  would  be  opened  for  discus¬ 
sions  with  Iran  which  would  also  serve 
[other]  political  purposes  [e.g.  release 
of  the  American  hostages].20 

In  an  interview  on  September  28,  1980,  Is¬ 
raeli  Deputy  Defense  Minister  Mordechai  Zipori 
stated  that  Israel  stood  ready  to  supply  Iran 


with  substantial  aid  to  carry  on  its  war  with 
Iraq,  but  only  if  there  is  a  “serious  turning 
point”  in  Iran’s  presently  hostile  policy  toward 
the  Jewish  state.21  Minister  Zipori  stated  that 
Israel  was  “in  a  position  to  supply  Iran  with  ar¬ 
tillery  shells,  sea-to-sea  missiles  and  other 
arms,”  and,  he  explained,  that  this  aid  could  be 
very  important  to  Iran  because  Iranian  ships 
were  equipped  with  Gabriel  sea-to-sea  missiles 
made  by  Israel,  and  Iran’s  artillery  used  shells 
partly  of  Israeli  manufacture.  Minister  Zipori 
maintained,  however,  that  there  had  been  no 
official  contacts  with  Iran  regarding  potential 
assistance.22 

By  late  September  1980,  Ambassador  Lewis, 
reported  in  a  cable  to  the  State  Department 
that  there  was  significant  disagreement  within 
Israel  on  its  involvement  in  the  Iran-Iraq  war.23 
While  a  high  level  Israeli  official  preached  neu¬ 
trality,  others  within  the  Defense  Ministry  coun¬ 
selled  in  favor  of  providing  military  supplies. 
According  to  Lewis,  Israel,  which  expected  an 
Iraqi  victory,  questioned  the  neutrality  policy  of 
the  United  States  and  thought  that  only  the 
Soviet  Union  would  profit  by  unrest  in  the 
Middle  East.  Ambassador  Lewis  concluded  that 
there  was  no  guarantee  that,  as  the  war  pro¬ 
gressed,  Israel  would  not  take  steps  to  limit  any 
long  term  damage  resulting  from  an  Iraqi  vic¬ 
tory.24 

6.  Israel’s  Second  Request  to  Sell 
Arms,  October  22,  1980 

The  Israelis  informed  the  U.S.  Embassy  on 
October  22,  1980  that  Israel  had  established 
contact  with  Iranians  who  were  interested  in 
purchasing  arms  from  Israel.25  The  GOI  Report 
indicates  that: 

In  October  1980,  soon  after  the  war 
started,  there  were  signals — from  both 
Iran  and  from  Israel,  which  indicated 
the  readiness  of  both  sides  to  conduct 
arms  deals.  In  Israeli  embassies  abroad 
(Paris,  London,  Turkey),  enquiries 
were  received  from  various  mediators 
concerning  the  purchase  of  arms  in 
Israel  and  their  sale  to  Iran. 

With  the  encouragement  of  the  Is¬ 
raeli  government,  an  Israeli  business¬ 
man  who  lived  for  many  years  in  Iran 
renewed  relations  with  Iranian  military 
officials  including  the  Deputy  Minister 


of  war  for  procurement.  General  Fan- 
bar,  and  also  Colonel  Rastin,  Head  of 
the  Logistics  Branch.  General  Faribar 
put  him  in  contact  with  the  official  Ira¬ 
nian  procurement  representative  in 
Europe — Colonel  Sabahat.  Together 
they  conducted  negotiations  on  the 
purchase  of  military  equipment  from 
Israel.26 

The  Israelis  also  told  Ambassador  Lewis  that 
a  deal  for  200  new  tires  for  F-4  phantom  air¬ 
craft  had  already  been  negotiated  and  that  a 
plane  was  to  pick  up  the  tires  the  next  day.27 
The  Israelis  stated  that  they  thought  it  would 
be  important  for  Israel,  both  for  its  own  inter¬ 
ests  as  well  as  those  of  the  United  States,  to  es¬ 
tablish  relations  and  contacts  with  Iran.  It  was 
also  suggested  that  these  contacts  could  pro¬ 
mote  a  more  expeditious  end  to  the  hostage 
crisis.28  Consistent  with  the  promise  to  Presi¬ 
dent  Carter  in  April  1980,  the  Israeli  govern¬ 
ment  sought  the  approval  of  the  United  States 
for  the  transaction  and  noted  that  “I  have  no 
doubt  that  you  will  approve.”  29  In  his  cable  to 
the  State  Department,  Ambassador  Lewis, 
based  on  additional  intelligence  information, 
noted  that  the  proposed  Israeli  shipment  was 
to  include  275  tires  would  take  place  on  Octo¬ 
ber  22,  1980  and  would  be  transported  by  a 
private  French  carrier.  Ambassador  Lewis  asked 
for  instructions.30 

On  October  22,  1980,  the  State  Department 
instructed  the  Embassy  in  Tel  Aviv  to  convey 
the  following  message  to  the  Israelis: 

You  should  make  the  following 
points  through  whatever  channel  you 
judge  appropriate  to  Prime  Minister 
Begin  .  .  .  We  recognize  the  long¬ 
term  significance  for  Israel’s  position 
in  the  Middle  East  of  the  opportunity 
to  begin  to  restore  an  Israeli  relation¬ 
ship  with  Iran,  especially  at  a  time 
when  Iran  is  engaging  Iraqi  forces  .  .  . 

The  United  States  and  all  of  its  allies 
in  Western  Europe  have  rigorously 
prohibited  the  export  of  commercial 
and  military  goods  to  Iran  while  Amer¬ 
ican  hostages  are  held  there.  The 
United  States  in  recent  days  has  itself 
received  a  number  of  approaches  from 
Iranian  intermediaries  for  the  supply 


of  military  equipment,  some  of  them 
related  to  the  release  of  the  hostages. 

The  position  of  the  United  States  has 
consistently  been  when  the  hostages 
are  released  the  United  States  could 
consider  unblocking  certain  military 
orders  stopped  in  transit  .  .  .  until  the 
hostages  are  released  to  do  so  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  position  the 
world  community  as  a  whole  has  taken 
in  support  of  international  law  and 
principles  violated  by  Iran  in  the  hold¬ 
ing  of  the  hostages  ...  it  would  be 
difficult  for  the  United  States  to  un¬ 
derstand  if  Israel  were  to  break  with 
the  United  States  on  this  highly  impor¬ 
tant  issue  without  our  having  time  to 
assess  its  impact.31 

On  the  following  day,  Lewis  met  with  a  high 
level  Israeli  official  and  conveyed  President 
Carter’s  wishes  that  all  proposed  shipments  to 
Iran  be  postponed  until  the  hostages  were  re¬ 
leased.  According  to  Lewis,  the  official  reiterat¬ 
ed  his  earlier  view  that  such  shipments  could 
open  a  channel  that  could  facilitate  the  settle¬ 
ment  of  the  hostage  crisis  and  that  the  United 
States  was  making  a  tactical  error  by  not  pursu¬ 
ing  this  avenue.32  This  official  also  stated  that  if 
Israel  were  permitted  to  consummate  several 
deals  under  strict  cover,  it  could  take  advantage 
of  the  resulting  goodwill  by  suggesting  that 
Iran  address  the  hostage  issue.  At  the  same 
time  that  this  meeting  was  taking  place,  Israel 
had  already  authorized  on  a  one  time  basis  the 
shipment  of  the  250  F-4  renewed  tires  to 
Iran.33  In  light  of  the  position  of  the  United 
States,  Israel  pledged  once  again  to  hold  off  on 
any  arms  shipments.34 

7.  Israel’s  Third  Request  to  Sell 
Arms 

On  October  27,  1980,  Ambassador  Lewis 
met  with  Israeli  Government  officials  to  discuss 
arms  shipments  to  Iran.  The  GOI  first  noted 
that  on  the  heels  of  the  October  22  shipment 
of  F-4  tires,  the  Iranians  requested  that  a 
second  plane  load  be  sent  but  the  Israelis  re¬ 
fused  to  send  another  shipment  because  of  Is¬ 
rael’s  commitment  to  the  U.S.  Government  on 
October  23,  1980.35 

In  reporting  this  meeting  to  Washington, 
Lewis  wrote  that  the  Israelis  had  said  that  the 


Iranians  had  made  another  important  approach 
to  purchase  arms.  The  Iranians  wanted  artillery 
pieces  and  ammunition,  “and  we  [Israel]  have 
exactly  what  they  want,’’  said  the  Israeli  official. 
“Even  if  they  were  to  get  Soviet  equipment, 
they  are  not  ready  to  use  it,  but  because  of  our 
past  relationship  with  them  and  the  kinds  of 
arms  that  they  are  used  to  employing  it  is  pre¬ 
cisely  what  we  have  that  they  want.’’  36 

According  to  Lewis,  the  Israelis  also  noted 
that: 

The  Iranians  approached  us,  we  re¬ 
sponded  in  the  manner  in  which  we 
have  informed  you.  They  now  have 
followed-up  in  a  very  positive  manner. 
Clearly,  we  are  in  a  position — if  we 
should  meet  their  requests — to  ask 
them  soon  to  respond  by  releasing 
your  hostages.  This  is  truly  a  unique 
opportunity  for  you  and  for  us.37 

Lewis,  who  was  personally  convinced  of  the 
sincerity  of  the  Israeli  position,38  wrote  in  this 
same  cable  that  Israel  believed  it  had  to  seize 
this  opportunity  because  it  was 

in  their  national  interests  and  that  in 
so  doing  they  have  every  reason  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  they  will  have  performed  a 
major  service  to  us  as  well.  The  prom¬ 
ise  of  a  renewed  relationship  with 
Iran,  which  Israel  for  years  has  regard¬ 
ed  as  a  fundamental  element  of  their 
security  strategy,  has  led  them  to  justi¬ 
fy  this  move  as  a  potential  service  to 
us  and,  I  believe,  to  actually  have 
become  convinced  by  their  own  ration¬ 
alization.39 

In  an  October  28,  1980  cable  responding  to 
Lewis,  Deputy  Secretary  of  State  Warren  Chris¬ 
topher  wrote  concerning  the  latest  Israeli  ap¬ 
proach  to  provide  military  supplies  to  Iran: 

.  .  .  please  tell  him  that  we  are  at  a 
particularly  delicate  point  in  Iran’s  de¬ 
cision-making  process  on  the  release 
of  the  hostages  and  continue  to  need 
time  to  assess  the  implications  of  such 
a  move  on  their  release.  We  hope  that 
the  Israelis  will  not  do  anything  in  the 
next  few  days.  Once  our  hostages  are 
released,  of  course,  the  decision  will 
be  Israel’s.  Meanwhile,  we  appreciate 


Israeli  concern  for  the  safety  of  our 
people.  You  might  add  as  explanation 
our  experience  that  those  who  are  en¬ 
gaged  in  the  search  for  arms  are  not 
necessarily  fully  supported  by  those  at 
the  center  of  the  power  structure  in 
Tehran.  We  have  found  that  it  cannot 
be  assumed  that  those  purchasing 
arms  can  deliver  in  terms  of  enhancing 
a  political  relationship.40 

In  his  deposition,  former  Deputy  Secretary  of 
State  Warren  Christopher  explained  why  he 
sent  this  cable: 

Q:  And  you  sent  a  cable  on  October 
28  of  1980  saying  that  you  were — I’m 
paraphrasing — at  a  sensitive  moment 
in  the  negotiation  stages  and  that  you 
needed  additional  time  to  study  the  Is¬ 
raeli  proposal  to  send  arms,  but  that 
once  the  hostages  were  released  any 
decision  to  sell  arms  to  Iran  was  up  to 
Israel.  Do  you  recall  that? 

A:  I  recall  the  general  subject  and 
we  were  awaiting  the  action  of  the 
Majlis,  and  we  didn’t  want  to  do  any¬ 
thing  that  would  interfere  with  their 
taking  the  action  that  we  were  expect¬ 
ing.  By  that  time  we  had  become  more 
or  less  resigned  to  having  to  wait  for 
the  Majlis  to  act  on  either  the  second 
or  fourth  of  November. 

So  this  telegram  was  a  diplomatic 
way  of  saying  to  the  Israelis,  you 
know,  please  don’t  do  anything  now. 
After  this  is  all  over  you  can  go  ahead 
and  reestablish  your  relationship  with 
Iran. 

One  of  the  things  that  is  not  particu¬ 
larly  well  known — at  least  it  surprised 
me  when  I  first  found  out  about  it — Is 
that  Iran  and  Israel  have  had  quite  a 
long  history  of  [a]  relationship  of  mili¬ 
tary  supplies  [sic],  and  Israel  was  very 
anxious  to  resume  that  relationship. 

But  that  telegram — I  didn’t  remember 
the  date,  but  that  is  the  kind  of  thing  I 
would  be  saying  during  that  period. 

First,  we  didn’t  like  to  have  you  sell¬ 
ing  arms,  but,  for  heaven’s  sake,  don’t 
do  it  now,  because  we’re  at  a  very  crit¬ 
ical  stage  and  we  don’t  want  to  do 


anything  to  throw  off  the  action  the 
Majlis  might  take.41 

The  Israelis  had  the  impression  that  the 
United  States  was  taking  the  “next  few  days’’  to 
analyze  their  latest  proposal.  Consistent  with 
this  understanding.  Ambassador  Lewis  was  in¬ 
formed  on  November  6,  1980  that  the  Iranians 
“were  pressing  daily  and  very  hard’’  for  further 
shipments  of  F-4  Phantom  tires  and  for  artil¬ 
lery  ammunition  manufactured  by  Israel  for  use 
with  Russian  artillery  owned  by  the  Iranians.42 

The  GOI  reminded  Lewis  that  the  United 
States  had  asked  for  a  “few  days’’  to  consider 
all  aspects  of  the  situation,  but  that  he  had 
heard  nothing  more  from  the  United  States.43 
According  to  Ambassador  Lewis’  cable,  Israel 
again  restated  the  arguments  in  favor  of  the 
arms  connection,  including  the  possibility  that 
Israel  would  be  able  to  use  its  leverage  to  help 
obtain  the  release  of  the  hostages.44  Lewis 
again  asked  the  Israelis  to  hold  off.  The  Israelis 
agreed,  and  said  Israel  would  make  no  further 
shipments.  Ambassador  Lewis  ended  his  cable 
with  the  following  comment: 

If  we  are  to  hold  the  Israelis  off 
much  longer,  we  must  be  in  a  position 
to  share  with  them  a  good  deal  more 
of  our  tactical  pre-occupations  in¬ 
volved  in  the  hostage  negotiations. 
Otherwise,  the  temptation  and  pres¬ 
sures  will  soon  prove  too  great  ...  to 
restrain  his  military  colleagues.45 

The  GOI  Report  provides  a  similar  account 
of  these  discussions: 

Notwithstanding  the  decision  to  con¬ 
sent  to  the  request  of  the  Carter  Ad¬ 
ministration,  and  freeze  the  aid  to 
Iran,  enquiries  continued  to  arrive 
from  various  sources  concerning  the 
purchase  of  arms  on  the  behalf  of 
Iran.  The  overall  scope  of  the  pro¬ 
posed  deals  was  approximately  $200 
million  and  therefore.  Prime  Minister 
Begin  decided  to  raise  this  subject 
once  again  during  his  visit  to  the 
United  States  in  November,  1980.  The 
subject  of  the  arms  deliveries  to  Iran 
was  in  fact  discussed  between  Prime 
Minister  Begin,  President  Carter  and 
Secretary  of  State  Muskie.  Mr.  Begin 
stressed  his  opinion  that  the  arms  de- 
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liveries  might  also  be  of  assistance  in 
the  release  of  the  hostages. 

Both  sides  agreed  that  as  long  as 
United  States  negotiations  were  taking 
place  for  the  release  of  the  hostages, 
no  aid  would  be  sent  to  Iran.  Howev¬ 
er,  both  expressed  their  opinion  that 
following  the  release  of  the  hostages, 
there  would  be  no  reason  to  prevent 
arms  deliveries  from  Israel  to  Iran. 

During  a  meeting  held  upon  the 
return  of  the  Prime  Minister  from  the 
United  States  (on  21  November  1980), 
Begin  emphatically  ordered  that  in 
light  of  United  States  policy,  arms  and 
equipment  would  not  be  supplied  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly  to  Iran  until  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages. 

A  notification  to  this  effect  was 
passed  on  to  all  Israeli  agencies  in 
Israel  and  abroad  stressing  that  the 
order  should  be  strictly  enforced.  Still, 
the  Israeli  missions  abroad  reported 
that  enquiries  continued  to  arrive  from 
Iran  for  arms  assistance.  These  enquir¬ 
ies  received  a  negative  response.46 

Throughout  the  fall  and  winter  of  1980,  the  Is¬ 
raelis  continued  to  press  for  some  flexibility  in 
the  American  position.  In  conversations  with 
United  States  Embassy  officials,  Israeli  Defense 
Ministry  officials  repeatedly  inquired  about 
changes  in  United  States  policy  on  Israeli  arms 
transfers  to  Iran.47 

On  December  12,  1980,  Ambassador  Lewis 
was  informed  that  Israel  was  receiving  a  “stead¬ 
ily  mounting  pile”  of  requests  for  sales  of  am¬ 
munition  and  spare  parts  to  Iran.48  In  a  cable 
to  the  State  Department,  Lewis  described  the 
key  points  of  this  discussion  with  the  Israelis: 

.  .  .  acknowledged  readily  that  he 
had  promised  President  Carter  he 
would  do  nothing  to  respond  to  these 
requests  so  long  as  our  hostages  were 
still  captive.  But  he  wanted  me  to  be 
aware  of  the  pressures  he  was  under 
from  his  own  defense  establishment  to 
respond,  “even  if  selling  one  item,”  in 
order  to  have  an  Israeli  foot  in  the 
door  for  long-term  Israeli  political  and 
diplomatic  interests.  Nonetheless,  he 
reiterated  his  determination  to  do 


nothing  until  our  hostages  were  freed 
in  light  of  the  President’s  request  to 
him.  He  said,  however,  that  he  sup¬ 
posed  we  were  aware  there  were  vari¬ 
ous  arms  dealers  in  Europe  who  were 
in  fact  supplying  spare  parts  and  am¬ 
munition  to  Iran,  whether  with  or 
without  the  approval  of  the  various 
European  governments  (I  understood 
his  reference  to  be  particularly  to  the 
French).  I  said  that  there  could  well  be 
some  such  leakage  through  the  arms 
dealer  network,  but  that  governments 
per  se  were  standing  firm  with  us.49 

When  the  Carter  Administration  left  office, 
United  States  policy  had  not  changed.  But  the 
Israelis  were  also  left  with  the  impression  that 
United  States  policy  would  become  more  flexi¬ 
ble  once  the  hostages  were  released. 

8.  Israel,  Iran  and  the  Reagan 
Administration 

When  President  Reagan  took  office,  United 
States  policy  toward  Israel  began  to  change.  In 
the  1970’s,  Israel  wanted  to  become  a  strategic 
military  ally  of  the  United  States,  but  the  Carter 
administration  thought  that  such  a  relationship 
could  jeopardize  Middle  East  peace  prospects. 
The  Reagan  administration  saw*  the  Israelis  as 
potentially  valuable  strategic  allies  in  the 
Middle  East.50  The  Israelis  believed  that  the 
leadership  of  President  Reagan  and  the  release 
of  the  hostages  would  free  them  to  deal  with 
the  Iranians.  However,  this  was  not  to  be  the 
case. 

9.  Israel  Renews  Request  to  Sell 
Arms,  January  1981 

On  January  27,  1981,  one  week  after  the  re¬ 
lease  of  the  hostages,  the  Israelis  began  to  re¬ 
visit  the  issue  of  arms  sales  to  Iran  in  a  conver¬ 
sation  with  Lewis.51  In  a  January  28,  1981  cable 
to  the  State  Department,  Ambassador  Lewis  ad¬ 
vised  the  new  administration  that  it  should 
expect  a  new  Israeli  approach  on  Iran  arms 
sales.52  In  a  February  4,  1981  cable,  Secretary 
of  State  Alexander  Haig  told  Lewis  to  inform 
Prime  Minister  Begin  that  United  States  policy 
had  not  changed.  The  United  States  still  did 
not  support  the  sale  of  arms  to  Iran.  The  key 
passages  of  the  cable  include  the  following: 


Items  which  have  already  been  pur¬ 
chased  by  Iran  and  are  part  of  Iran’s 
assets  will  be  sold  elsewhere  and  the 
proceeds  made  available  to  Iran.  We 
do  not  foresee  United  States  military 
equipment  being  shipped  to  Iran,  and 
we  are  not  prepared  to  approve  or  ac¬ 
quiesce  in  the  transfer  to  Iran  of  any 
United  States — origin  equipment  or 
military  equipment  subject  to  United 
States  controls  by  any  other  country. 

Such  transfer  without  USG  approval 
would  be  a  grave  infraction  of  United 
States — Israeli  agreements. 

We  appreciate  Israel’s  refraining 
from  shipping  military  equipment  to 
Iran  while  our  personnel  were  held 
hostage.  Our  position  on  the  dangers 
of  widening  the  [Iran-Iraq]  war  is  un¬ 
changed.  We  continue  to  be  opposed 
to  and  do  not  condone  military  help  to 
either  party  from  any  quarter.  We 
have  made  our  position  clear,  in  public 
and  in  private,  to  all  our  friends,  and 
regret  that  France  has  begun  shipping 
F-l’s  to  Iraq.  We  strongly  urge  that 
Israel  and  all  other  nations  continue  to 
refrain  from  sending  any  military  items 
to  Iran. 

You  should  indicate  .  .  .  that  we  will 
continue  to  keep  under  review'  the  var¬ 
ious  factors  involved  in  the  Iran-Iraq 
war,  including  the  military  balance  be¬ 
tween  the  two  parties,  its  overall  effect 
on  the  regional  balance,  domestic  po¬ 
litical  changes  in  either  country,  and 
our  stakes  in  the  area.  In  view  of  the 
volatility  of  the  situation  in  the  region, 
the  stakes  involved,  and  Israel’s  con¬ 
cerns,  we  will  want  to  stay  in  close 
touch.  Should  new  considerations  arise 
affecting  our  position  on  the  supply  of 
arms  to  Iran  we  will  consult  with  Israel 
promptly.  In  the  meantime,  however, 
we  strongly  urge  Israel  to  refrain  from 
supplying  military  equipment  of  any 
kind.53 

On  February  4,  1981,  following  receipt  of 
this  cable,  Lewis  informed  the  Israelis  of  the 
State  Department’s  position.  According  to 
Lewis,  the  Israeli’s  were  not  pleased: 


He  listened  carefully  to  my  presenta¬ 
tion  which  obviously  was  not  what  he 
was  hoping  to  hear.  He  then  reviewed 
the  history  of  our  discussions  during 
the  Carter  Administration  concluding 
with  his  conversation  with  President 
Carter  in  Washington  in  November, 
during  which  he  had  assured  Carter 
that  Israel  would  refuse  any  Iranian  re¬ 
quests  so  long  as  the  United  States 
hostages  remained  captive.  He  said, 
however,  that  it  was  his  clear  under¬ 
standing  that  once  the  hostages  were 
released  Israel  would  be  free  to 
pursue  its  own  interests  in  re-estab¬ 
lishing  some  kind  of  relationship  with 
Iran  via  the  arms  sales  route.  He 
wanted  Secretary  Haig  to  understand 
that  he  had  firmly  resisted  all  pres¬ 
sures  from  his  military  to  do  anything 
vis-a-vis  Iran  until  the  hostages  were 
freed,  and  that  he  had  kept  his  wrord.54 

The  Israeli  government’s  account  of  this 
meeting  states: 

On  4  February  1981,  Prime  Minister 
Begin  met  with  United  States  Ambas¬ 
sador  Lewis.  Begin  reported  that  in 
the  meeting,  Lewis  stated,  on  behalf  of 
the  United  States  Secretary  of  State 
Haig,  that  arms  with  United  States 
components  should  not  be  supplied 
and  that  the  sale  of  Israeli  arms  should 
also  be  restricted  “in  order  not  to 
extend  the  war’’.  Begin  replied  that 
future  arms  deliveries  to  Iran  would 
not  include  United  States  arms  or 
arms  with  United  States  components, 
and  that  only  Israeli  equipment  would 
be  supplied.  Israel  would  also  inform 
the  United  States  in  advance  of  the  in¬ 
tention  to  send  equipment  to  Iran.55 

Ambassador  Lewis  also  reported  his  conver¬ 
sations  with  an  Israeli  General,  who  stated  that 
the  Iranian  requests  were  not  just  unofficial, 
but  also  “official.’’  Lewis  commented  in  a  cable 
that, 

Israel  had  been  aware  as  early  as  last 
autumn  that  weapons  were  reaching 
Iran  from  both  French  and  British 
sources  via  various  arms  dealers,  and 
that  Israel  had  ample  experience  with 


dealing  through  clandestine  third- 
party  relationships  on  arms  sales  to 
have  been  able  to  do  the  same  thing. 

The  Israeli  Government  views  ...  it 
vitally  important  to  begin  reestablish¬ 
ing  some  link  with  the  Iranian  military, 
looking  to  the  post-Khomeini  era.56 

Later  in  February,  Prime  Minister  Begin  sent 
Foreign  Minister  Yitzhak  Shamir  to  Washing¬ 
ton,  D.C.  to  meet  with  Secretary  Haig  because 
he  was  unhappy  with  the  United  States’  posi¬ 
tion  set  forth  in  the  February  4  cable.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Haig,  Shamir  was  told  that  while  the 
United  States  could  not  prohibit  sales  by  Israel 
to  Iran  of  non-FMS  items,  the  United  States 
opposed  any  of  arms  deals  with  Iran  and  pro¬ 
hibited  any  sales  of  United  States-origin  arms.57 
Foreign  Minister  Shamir  apparently  heard 
Haig’s  message  differently.  He  informed  Prime 
Minister  Begin  that  the  United  States  objected 
to  the  sale  of  United  States  origin  equipment, 
but  did  not  object  to  Israel  shipping  its  own 
parts.58  The  GOI  Report  of  this  meeting  states 
the  following: 

In  a  meeting  held  on  25  February 
1981  between  the  Israeli  Deputy  De¬ 
fense  Minister,  Mr.  Mordechai  Zipori, 
and  Mr.  William  Brown,  the  Minister 
of  the  United  States  Embassy,  the 
Deputy  Minister  repeated  that  Prime 
Minister  Begin  had  assured  Ambassa¬ 
dor  Lewis  that  if  a  deal  would  be  con¬ 
ducted  between  Israel  and  Iran,  the 
United  States  would  be  informed  of  it. 

In  the  meantime,  he  stated,  no  such 
deal  took  place  since  the  deliveries 
were  discontinued  until  the  release  of 
the  hostages.  Deputy  Minister  Zipori 
informed  Mr.  Brown  that  now,  in  talks 
between  Foreign  Minister  Shamir,  who 
was  on  a  visit  to  the  United  States,  and 
Secretary  of  State  Haig,  it  appeared 
that  United  States  opposition  to  deliv¬ 
eries  had  been  rescinded.  He  also  re¬ 
lated  that  the  sale  of  106  mm  recoil¬ 
less  rifles  and  Israeli  manufactured 
shells  is  about  to  be  concluded. 

Mr.  Brown  noted  that  he  had  not  yet 
received  any  information  regarding  the 
talks  of  Foreign  Minister  Shamir  in  the 
United  States 


At  the  end  of  the  meeting,  Deputy 
Defense  Minister  Zipori  summarized 
his  understanding  regarding  the  deliv¬ 
eries  to  Iran:  The  arms  deliveries 
would  not  include  United  States  com¬ 
ponents,  and  Israel  would  give  the 
United  States  prior  knowledge  of  each 
delivery. 

In  a  report  on  the  above  meeting 
between  Secretary  of  State  Haig  and 
Foreign  Minister  Shamir,  it  was  stated 
that  Secretary  of  State  Haig  had  not 
responded  negatively  to  Israeli  con¬ 
tacts  with  the  Iranians  and  to  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  the  supply  of  military  equip¬ 
ment  to  Iran.  However,  he  expressed 
his  concern  that  the  entry  of  United 
States  arms  to  Iran  would  result  in  a 
similar  Soviet  attempt.  The  Foreign 
Minister  made  it  clear  that  supplies 
will  not  include  United  States  equip¬ 
ment.59 

Since  the  Israelis  believed  that  Haig  “had  not 
responded  negatively’’  to  the  shipping  of  Israeli 
arms  to  Iran,  they  used  this  perceived  opening 
to  begin  shipping  to  Iran  light  arms  and  ammu¬ 
nition  not  subject  to  United  States  control. 

Shortly  thereafter,  Deputy  Defense  Minister 
Zipori  informed  the  United  States  Embassy 
about  a  pending  shipment  of  Israeli-made  arms 
through  a  third  country  to  Iran.60  Ambassador 
Lewis  immediately  sent  a  cable  to  Washington 
reporting  this  news.  In  a  response,  Secretary 
Haig  stated  that  United  States  policy  prohibited 
the  sale  of  United  States-origin  arms  and  op¬ 
posed  any  sales  of  Israeli-made  arms.61  The 
GOI  Report  indicated  that: 

On  20  March  1981,  a  shipment  of 
60  106  mm  recoilless  rifles  was  sent  in 
an  aircraft  from  Israel  to  Portugal  and 
then  to  Iran.  Among  the  mediators  of 
the  deal  was  Ahmed  Heidari. 

On  13  April  1981,  another  delivery 
took  place  which  included  [40  106 
mm]  recoilless  rifles.62 

Secretary  Haig  visited  Israel  in  April  to  dis¬ 
cuss  a  range  of  Middle  East  issues.  In  a  meet¬ 
ing  at  the  King  David  Hotel,  the  Minister  of 
Agriculture,  Ariel  Sharon,  raised  the  subject  of 
selling  arms  to  Iran.  Once  again,  Secretary 
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Haig  explained  that  United  States  policy  pro¬ 
hibited  FMS  sales  to  Iran  and  opposed  the  sale 
of  Israeli  arms.63 

Thus,  for  the  first  six  months  of  the  Reagan 
administration.  United  States  policy  regarding 
arms  transfers  to  Iran  remained  essentially  un¬ 
changed  from  that  of  the  Carter  administration. 
Indeed,  a  review  of  all  intelligence  data  detail¬ 
ing  arms  shipments  to  Iran  for  this  period  of 
time  reflects  this  fact  as  well.  Given  these  facts 
and  after  he  had  reviewed  the  record  of  the 
dialogue  between  the  Reagan  State  Department 
and  the  Government  of  Israel,  Ambassador 
Lewis  was  asked  his  opinion  regarding  the  pos¬ 
sibility  of  a  clandestine  October  Surprise  relat¬ 
ed  quid  pro  quo  arms  relationship  among  the 
United  States,  Israel,  and  Iran.  Lewis  did  not 
believe  that  such  an  agreement  could  have 
been  reached  given  the  nature  of  the  dialogue 
between  the  two  governments: 

But,  I  do  think  that  what  happened 
in  January  or  February  does  [prove 
that  there  was  no  Republican-Israeli 
summit].  That’s  my  point.  Because 
right  after  the  election,  right  after  the 
hostages  were  released  on  inaugura¬ 
tion  day,  and  of  course  we  don’t  have 
the  cables  here  to  refresh  my  memory 
about  this,  but  in  someway  shape  or 
form,  I  got  a  message  from  the  Israe¬ 
li’s  that  now  that  the  hostages  were  re¬ 
leased  and  assumed  that  the  Reagan 
administration  would  no  longer  have 
any  objection  to  arms  sales.  And  I 
said — I  don’t  know  what  I  said,  frank¬ 
ly,  I  said  I’ll  check,  probably.  Mind 
you,  I  wasn’t  ...  I  didn’t  really  know 
the  Reagan  administration.  I  never 
met  A1  Haig  or  Reagan  at  this  point,  I 
had  just  been  recently  told  that  they 
were  going  to  ask  me  to  stay  on  but  I 
didn’t  have  the  good  sense  on  what 
was  the  policy.  ...  I  reported  and  I 
got  an  instruction  back  and  it  was  that 
and  I  went  in  and  then  answered  the 
question  on  February  4  and  this  is  the 
cable  that  reports  my  meeting.  And  it’s 
clear  from  what  I  reported,  I  don’t 
repeat  all  the  instructions.  But,  surely, 
State  28467  is  an  important  cable  from 
your  point  of  view  because  that  is  the 
official  guidance  to  me  as  to  what  I’m 
to  tell  the  Israelis  about  the  subject  for 


the  first  time  in  the  administration. 

And  clearly  it  was  no,  we  don’t  want 
you  .  .  .  you  may  not  ship  any  United 
States  origin  items.  Moreover,  we  still 
don’t  think  it’s  a  good  idea  for  you  to 
ship  any  items  whether  they’re  your 
manufacturer  or  anybody  else’s.  We 
believe  it’s  in  our  best  interests  and  Is¬ 
rael’s  and  the  region’s  if  neither  side 
gets  any  arms  and  Israel  wasn’t  happy 
about  that  reply.  In  fact,  he  was  really 
quite  surprised.  He  really  was  sur¬ 
prised.  And  then  he  goes  on  and  goes 
back  over  the  whole  history  of  the  dis¬ 
cussions  with  Carter  and  what  he  as¬ 
sured  Carter.  He  wanted  Secretary 
Haig  to  understand  he  had  firmly  re¬ 
sisted  all  pressures  from  his  military  to 
do  anything  until  the  hostages  were 
freed.  And  he  kept  his  word  and  now 
there  are  new  offers,  new  opportuni¬ 
ties.  And  he  goes  through  his  usual  ar¬ 
guments  but  I  went  over  the  message 
with  him  again  and  the  instructions 
clearly,  which  he  said  he  understood 
[to  be  that],  under  no  circumstances, 
would  Israel  provide  any  military  items 
of  United  States  origin  or  United 
States  origin  components.  But,  [the 
high  Israeli  official]  said  well,  alright, 
but  I  don’t  know  if  I  want  to  agree 
that  we  can’t  sell  anything  of  our  man¬ 
ufacturer.  I  was  under  the  instruction 
telling  him  that  we  didn’t  think  you 
should  sell  anything.  We  can’t  stop 
you  but  that’s  against  our  policy.  You 
should  know  that.64 

Ambassador  Nicholas  Veliotes,  a  United 
States  Foreign  Service  officer  from  1955  until 
his  retirement  in  April,  1986,  worked  in  the 
Middle  East  and  on  Middle  Eastern  affairs 
during  the  last  half  of  his  career.  In  1981  he 
was  appointed  assistant  secretary  of  State  for 
Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs.  He 
served  in  that  post  until  November,  1983,  when 
he  was  named  ambassador  to  Egypt.  Because  of 
his  direct  involvement  in  U.S. -Israeli  issues. 
Ambassador  Veliotes  was  asked  for  his  views 
on  the  October  Surprise  allegations.  He  stated 
that  he  did  not  believe  an  October  Surprise 
deal  had  been  consummated.  In  reaching  his 
conclusion,  Veliotes,  as  did  Lewis,  focused  on 
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the  Reagan  administration’s  early  policies 
toward  Iran: 

.  .  .  [I]f  the  [Reagan]  administration 
wanted  to  reward  the  Iranians  in  con¬ 
text  of  the  October  Surprise  thesis, 
there  were  easier  ways  to  do  it. 

You  could  have,  I  suppose,  come  up 
with  some  reason  for  having  to  send 
them,  at  least  some  of  the  arms  they 
had  already  paid  for.  They  were  stack¬ 
ing  up  in  New  York  and  starting  to  de¬ 
teriorate. 

I  mean  after  all,  they  had  paid  for 
them.  These  were  international  com¬ 
mitments.  I  mean  you  could  have 
come  up  with  something  like  that.  The 
easiest  thing  to  have  done  would  have 
been  to  have  overruled  me  and  al¬ 
lowed  the  Iranians  to  get  the  $500 
million  that  we  had  in  our  bank  ac¬ 
count  as  a  result  of  an  accounting 
error  on  behalf  of  those  who  were  ad¬ 
ministering  [the]  Algiers’  agreement 
before  the  hostages  were  actually  re¬ 
leased. 

My  view  on  that  was  in  essence, 
tough.  Yes,  probably  their  money,  but 
we  have  got  them,  and  if  they  want  it, 
they  better  do  something  nice  to  get 
it.  And  all  the  White  House  had  to  do 
was  to  say,  “No,  that  is  not  right.  We 
have  an  agreement,”  or  A1  Haig  could 
have  said, “Oh,  we  can’t  do  that.  We 
have  got  an  agreement.” 

They  [the  Reagan  Administration] 
were  in  no  mood  to  do  any  favors  for 
the  Iranians  at  all.65 

10.  United  States  Considers  the 
Transfer  of  Arms  to  Iran 

In  the  summer  of  1981,  the  Iran-Iraq  war 
was  not  progressing  well  for  Iran.66  A  Senior 
Interdepartmental  Group  (SIG)  was  established 
to  review  the  United  States  arms  policy  toward 
Iran.  Some  State  Department  officials  argued  in 
favor  of  initiating  arms  sales  to  Iran  to  offset 
arms  being  sold  to  Iraq.  Some  in  the  State  De¬ 
partment  also  believed  that  encouraging  the 
transfer  of  non-United  States  arms  to  Iran  by 
non-Communist  nations  would  limit  Soviet  op¬ 
portunities  for  involvement  in  Iran.67  This  posi¬ 


tion  was  opposed  by  the  Joint  Chiefs  of  Staff, 
but  the  SIG  decided  to  recommend  that  open 
discussions  with  Israel  be  widened  on  the  arms 
issue.  At  the  same  time  Israel  was  again  ship¬ 
ping  arms  to  Iran.  The  GOI  Report  states  that 
four  arms  shipments  were  sent  to  Iran  in  July. 
One  involved  the  direct  delivery  of  a  field 
kitchen.  The  other  three  were  arms  shipments 
arranged  by  a  Portuguese  arms  dealer,  George 
Paniol. 

The  aircraft  which  performed  the 
three  deliveries  was  a  “Britiannia”  air¬ 
craft  owned  by  an  Argentinean  compa¬ 
ny  called  T.A.R. 

The  aircraft  was  leased  by  a  “West 
Africa  Airline  Ltd.  Company”  listed  in 
Ghana  and  Switzerland.  The  Director 
General  of  the  company  was  one  An¬ 
dreas  Gennie. 

On  19  July  1981,  the  aircraft  left 
Iran  and  on  its  way  strayed  into  Soviet 
airspace  and  crashed.  It  was  probably 
shot  down  by  Soviet  fighters.  The  air¬ 
craft  crash  resulted  in  a  series  of  re¬ 
ports  in  the  media  regarding  the  arms 
deliveries  from  Israel  to  Iran  and  a 
wave  of  rumors  on  the  subject. 

Following  the  aircraft  crash,  it  was 
decided  to  abandon  deliveries  via  air 
and  transfer  to  deliveries  via  sea.  The 
first  shipment  by  sea  to  Iran  took 
place  on  19  September  1981  and  in¬ 
cluded  recoilless  rifles  and  rounds.  On 
2  October  1981,  another  shipment  was 
sent  which  included  recoilless  rifles 
and  rounds.68 

Meanwhile,  throughout  1981,  the  Israelis 
continued  in  their  relations  with  the  United 
States  to  express  interest  in  providing  arms  to 
Iran  to  maintain  equilibrium  in  the  Iran-Iraq 
conflict.  Israeli  officials  informally  told  United 
States  officials  in  October  that  Israel  wished  to 
provide  United  States-origin  arms  to  Iran.  Ac¬ 
cording  to  Israeli  officials,  such  transfers  would 
improve  Israel’s  access  to  and  influence  with 
“moderate  elements”  within  the  Iranian  mili¬ 
tary.69  They  also  argued  that  the  stature  of 
these  moderate  Iranians  would  be  enhanced  if 
they  obtained  badly-needed  military  hard¬ 
ware.70  The  United  States  Embassy  in  Tel  Aviv 


told  the  Israelis  the  issue  should  be  raised  for¬ 
mally  with  the  State  Department.  The  GOI 
Report  states  that: 

In  a  meeting  between  Prime  Minister 
Begin  and  Secretary  of  State  Haig  in 
Cairo  on  10  October  1981,  Begin  re¬ 
quested  United  States  assent  for  Israel 
to  supply  Iran  with  items  necessary  for 
the  operation  of  their  aircraft.  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  Haig  said  that  he  asked  to 
examine  the  subject  from  a  legal  view¬ 
point,  in  a  positive  manner.  However 
he  requested  clarifications  if  Israel  was 
to  be  a  channel  for  United  States  com¬ 
ponents  to  be  transferred  via  Israel  or 
if  it  referred  to  the  transfer  of  United 
States  components  from  Israel  which 
would  be  replaced  by  the  United 
States.71 

In  a  November  4  meeting  with  Ambassador 
Lewis,  the  Israelis  stated  that  they  had  shipped 
to  Iran  approximately  $60  million  worth  of  Is¬ 
raeli-manufactured  arms,  consisting  mainly  of 
ammunition  not  subject  to  United  States  con¬ 
trol.72  Ambassador  Lewis  was  assured  that 
Israel  was  not  dealing  with  Ayatollah  Khomeini 
or  Iranian  clerics,  but  rather  with  responsible 
members  of  the  military.  The  Israelis  again 
sought  United  States  approval  for  shipments  to 
Iran,  citing  two  objectives  for  a  new  arms  rela¬ 
tionship:  (1)  to  remain  in  contact  with  the  Ira¬ 
nian  military,  the  only  barrier  against  a  commu¬ 
nist  takeover  in  Iran;  and  (2)  to  cooperate  on 
intelligence  matters  with  the  Iranians  and  to 
share  the  results  with  the  United  States.73 

Secretary  of  State  Haig  sent  a  cable  to  Lewis 
on  November  17,  1981  setting  forth  the  condi¬ 
tions  under  which  the  United  States  would  au¬ 
thorize  the  transfer  of  any  United  States-origin 
or  United  States-controlled  arms  to  Iran: 

You  are  authorized  to  (convey)  .  .  . 
that  we  are  prepared  to  approve  his 
request  to  transfer  to  Iran  certain 
spare  parts  for  United  States-origin 
military  equipment,  subject  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  limitations:  (1)  the  equipment 
transferred  may  come  only  from  exist¬ 
ing  Israeli  stocks  which  were  pur¬ 
chased  directly  from  United  States 
manufacturers  and  exported  through 
commercial  channels  or  new  purchases 
on  a  commercial  basis.  (FMS  pur¬ 


chases  and  items  exported  through 
DOD  channels  would  be  excluded.)  74 

Haig  also  stated  that  the  value  of  any  ship¬ 
ments  should  be  less  than  $25  million  and  that 
the  United  States  should  be  provided  with  a  list 
of  the  proposed  items  for  sale. 75  In  a  December 
1  meeting  with  Israeli  Minister  of  Defense  Ariel 
Sharon,  Secretary  Haig  formally  conveyed  the 
position  of  the  United  States.  In  this  meeting 
Sharon  asked  whether  Israel  could  ship  F-4 
spares,  as  well  as  other  United  States-origin 
items  to  Iran,  and  whether  the  United  States 
would  replace  those  items  in  the  Israeli  inven¬ 
tory.76  Secretary  Haig  agreed  in  principle  to  a 
one  time  transfer,  but  stated  that  certain  re¬ 
quirements  had  to  be  met:  the  United  States 
must  receive  a  list  of  the  items  involved;  only 
F-4  spares  could  be  shipped  (modifying  his 
earlier  position);  the  shipment  had  to  have  a 
total  value  of  less  than  $25  million;  and  the 
United  States  needed  to  receive  some  intelli¬ 
gence  in  return.77  The  Israelis  were  also  told 
that  only  items  acquired  through  commercial 
purchases  from  the  United  States  could  be 
shipped  and  that  Israel,  not  the  United  States, 
would  pay  for  replacement  of  the  items.78 

The  GOI  report  reflects  Israel’s  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  December  1,  1981  agreement.  The 
report  notes  the  following: 

On  5  December  1981,  the  Defense 
Minister  Mr.  A.  Sharon  reports  of  his 
discussions  with  the  United  States  (not 
specified  with  whom)  regarding  the 
continued  supply  of  United  States 
spare  parts  which  should  not  total 
more  than  $25  million  in  accordance 
with  United  States  Congress  legisla¬ 
tion). 

In  an  oral  message  to  the  Defense 
Minister  from  William  Brown,  the 
United  States  permitted  the  sale  of  the 
equipment  to  Iran,  including  the 
United  States  produced  items,  subject 
to  the  following  conditions: 

The  United  States  requested  to  re¬ 
ceive  prior  to  each  shipment,  a  list  of 
the  United  States  equipment  due  to  be 
sent  to  Iran,  including  the  purchase 
price  in  the  United  States  and  also  the 
cost  of  the  Israeli  produced  arms. 
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An  additional  condition  was  that  the 
United  States  arms  would  not  belong 
to  the  F.M.S.  framework.  On  the  other 
hand  it  would  be  allowed  to  sell  with¬ 
out  restriction,  United  States  weapons 
purchased  on  a  trading  basis  in  free 
dollars.  If  artillery  was  to  be  included 
in  the  $25  million  shipment,  it  could 
not  total  more  than  $7  million.79 

According  to  Ambassador  Lewis,  the  United 
States  government  had  learned  that  the  Soviet 
Union  was  selling  [specified  military  equip¬ 
ment]  to  Iraq.80  During  the  fall  of  1981,  the 
United  States  was  trying  to  obtain  a  certain 
piece  of  Soviet  military  equipment.  There  was  a 
possibility  that  the  United  States  could  obtain 
this  equipment  from  Iraq  in  exchange  for  175 
mm  artillery.81  United  States  and  Israeli  offi¬ 
cials  discussed  whether  the  United  States  would 
approve  Israeli  sales  to  Iran  and  Israel  would 
“agree”  to  the  American  transaction  with 
Iraq.82  The  GOI  Report  states  that: 

In  a  cable  from  Israel’s  ambassador 
to  the  United  States,  Mr.  E.  Evron,  to 
Prime  Minister  Begin  on  15  October 
1981,  it  was  reported  that  Secretary  of 
State  Haig  informed  him  of  an  Iraqi 
proposal  to  provide  the  United  States 
with  [specified  military  equipment], 
and  in  exchange  it  requested  24  175 
mm  guns.  Haig  wanted  to  link  the  de¬ 
cision  to  sell  United  States  arms  to 
Iraq  with  the  approval  for  Israeli  arms 
sales  to  Iran.  He  requested  Israel  not 
to  oppose  the  supply  of  arms  to  Iraq, 
in  exchange,  the  United  States  would 
agree  to  the  sale  of  United  States 
equipment  to  Iran. 

In  a  cable  dated  18  October  1981 
from  Ambassador  Evron  to  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  Begin,  it  was  stated  that  Secretary 
of  State  Haig  was  finding  it  difficult  to 
obtain  approval  for  the  sale  of  F-4 
spare  parts  but  assured  that  they 
would  not  be  sold  if  approval  was  not 
granted. 

At  the  same  time,  the  Prime  Minister 
stressed  that  Israel  could  not  agree  to 
the  sale  of  artillery  batteries  to  the 
Iraqi  army. 


In  a  cable  from  26  October  1981 
from  Ambassador  Evron  to  Prime  Min¬ 
ister  Begin,  Evron  stated  that  Defense 
Secretary  Weinberger  outrightly  op¬ 
posed  the  supply  of  F-4  spare  parts  to 
Iran  and  that  Secretary  of  State  Haig 
was  still  trying  to  receive  approval  for 
this.  He  added  that  the  supply  of  arms 
to  Iraq  had  already  been  decided  upon 
by  the  President.  The  United  States 
also  asked  for  details  on  who  where 
[sic]  Israel’s  contacts  in  Iran.  In  his 
reply  (29  October  1981),  Mr.  Begin 
clarified  that  the  Israeli  contacts  were 
with  military  officials  and  not  with 
Khomeini  and  his  men.83 

By  mid-December  1981,  however,  the  United 
States  intelligence  community  had  decided  that 
any  transaction  with  Iraq  was  not  in  the  best  in¬ 
terests  of  the  United  States,  and  the  issue  was 
dropped  from  consideration.84  In  addition, 
components  of  the  United  States  government 
had  also  raised  questions  about  the  Israelis’ 
ability  to  provide  useful  unfiltered  intelligence 
about  events  in  Iran.85  As  a  result,  during  their 
next  meeting,  in  mid-January  1982,  United 
States  officials  expressed  to  Israeli  officials  res¬ 
ervations  about  any  arms  deals  between  Israel 
and  Iran. 

In  a  meeting  in  Jerusalem  on  January  14, 
1982,  Sharon  asked  Secretary  Haig  to  approve 
a  shipment  not  only  of  F-4  spares,  but  also  of 
heavy  artillery  pieces  and  ammunition.  Secre¬ 
tary  Haig  reiterated  the  United  States  position 
that  only  F-4  spares  could  be  transferred  pro¬ 
vided  they  came  from  commercial  sources.  No 
approval  was  given  for  any  other  items.86  As  re¬ 
quired  under  the  terms  agreed  in  the  Decem¬ 
ber  1,  1981  meeting,  Israel  provided  a  list  of 
items  to  be  shipped  to  Iran.  The  list  was  unac¬ 
ceptable  to  the  United  States  because  it  con¬ 
tained  ground  equipment  and  spares  for  all  air¬ 
craft  (including  F-14’s  and  F-5’s)  in  the  Iranian 
inventory.  Minister  Sharon  was  told  that  the 
United  States  would  not  approve  any  transfers 
until  a  suitable  list  was  provided.87 

Over  the  next  several  months  the  Israelis 
sent  numerous  lists,  repeatedly  including  FMS 
items  and  material  other  than  F-4  spares.88  In 
numerous  cables  to  Tel-Aviv,  Secretary  Haig 
told  the  Israeli  government  that  the  lists  in- 


eluded  unauthorized  items  and  would  not  be 
approved.89 

In  his  deposition.  Department  of  State  Iran 
Task  Force  Member  David  Satterfield  described 
the  sequence  of  events  as  follows: 

We  had  left  it  with  the  December  1st 
Haig  approach  to  Sharon.  In  January 
of  1982,  the  .  .  .  deal  fell  through 
[with  Iraq];  I  think  January  8th  or  9th 
was  the  date  that  that  collapsed.  Janu¬ 
ary  14th,  Sharon  gave  Haig  the  list 
which  we  had  requested,  of  items 
which  Israel  proposed  to  transfer  to 
Iran.  Unfortunately,  the  list  consisted 
of  spares  for  F-14’s,  F-5’s  and  ground 
troop  equipment  in  addition  to  the 
F-4  spares.  Haig  told  Sharon  the  list 
was  not  acceptable,  that  it  fell  well 
outside  the  parameters  made  explicit 
in  the  December  1  demarche. 

January  27  a  new  list  was  provided, 
also  unacceptable,  very  unclear  from 
the  list  exactly  who  had  originated  the 
equipment,  how  it  had  been  acquired; 
that  is,  by  FMS  as  opposed  to  com¬ 
mercial  sale,  if  it  was  United  States 
origin  at  all.  It  contained  items  which 
we  believed  fell  outside  the  parameters 
of  the  account. 

Over  the  course  of  January,  Febru¬ 
ary,  beginning  of  March  ’82,  there 
were  a  succession  of  exchanges  back 
and  forth  on  the  question  of  lists.  At 
no  point  was  a  list  ever  submitted 
which  fell  within  the  parameters  of  the 
December  1st  demarche.  There  was 
increasing  frustration  on  the  United 
States  side  in  the  lack  of  understand¬ 
ing  demonstrated  by  the  Israelis  in 
complying  with  our  requirements. 
There  was  growing  concern  with 
whether  or  not  we  were  going  to  be 
presented  with  a  fait  accompli  based  on 
one  of  these  lists;  that  the  Israelis 
would  claim  that  because  they  had 
showed  us  a  list  that  we  had  approved, 
notwithstanding  the  explicit  instruc¬ 
tions  repeated  at  numerous  intervals 
over  the  December  to  March  period. 
There  was  growing  concern  raised  as 
grave  reservations  and  serious  doubts 


as  to  whether  or  not  this  was  all  worth 
a  candle. 

With  the  collapse  of  the  Iraqi  sale  in 
January,  one  of  the  concrete  quids  for 
going  ahead  with  this,  which  may  have 
persuaded  some  reluctant  parties  to 
grudgingly  accede  to  pursuing  the 
possibility  of  a  transfer  went  away.  By 
March  the  arguments  had  shifted  com¬ 
prehensively  against  proceeding  with 
any  authorization.  The  Israelis  had 
shown  they  were  either  unwilling  or 
unable  to  come  up  with  a  list  that  fell 
within  our  boundaries.  The  lists  were 
very  ambitious  in  terms  of  scope  of 
material,  were  very  ill  defined  in  terms 
of  what  this  equipment  was  by  origin 
or  by  nature  of  acquisition.90 

In  addition  to  the  problem  with  the  Israeli 
arms  lists,  press  reports  that  the  Israelis  were 
selling  arms  to  Iran  had  raised  serious  doubts 
in  the  United  States  government  about  he 
wisdom  of  proceeding  with  the  Israeli  initia¬ 
tive.91  There  were  also  concerns  that  Israeli  ties 
to  the  Iranian  military  had  not  turned  out  to  be 
as  productive  as  expected.  This  conclusion  was 
supported  by  the  fact  that  Israel  acknowledged 
that  it  was  dealing  with  Iranian  middlemen, 
rather  than  with  key  Iranian  officials.  Finally, 
public  comments  on  British  television  by  David 
Kimche  on  Israel-Iran  arms  links  had  increased 
congressional  and  press  scrutiny  of  possible 
United  States  involvement  in  transfers  of  arms 
to  Iran.92 

In  a  March  10,  1982  memorandum,  Haig  in¬ 
formed  the  Israelis  that,  while  not  retreating 
from  prior  commitments,  it  was  unlikely  that 
the  United  States  would  approve  any  F-4  parts 
transfer  in  excess  of  $500,000. 93  Ambassador 
Lewis  was  instructed  on  March  30,  1982  to 
“share  United  States  misgivings”  about  the 
program,  and  express  “serious  doubts”  wheth¬ 
er  the  project  could  yield  the  benefits  necessary 
to  justify  going  forward.94 

In  light  of  growing  concerns  about  Iranian 
victories  in  the  war,  Lewis  was  given  another 
instruction  on  May  1  to  inform  the  Israelis  that 
the  United  States  would  not  approve  any  trans¬ 
fers  of  United  States-controlled  items,  includ¬ 
ing  F-4  spares,  to  Iran.95  In  a  May  6,  1982 
meeting,  the  Israeli’s  stated  they  understood 


the  United  States*  position  and  that,  while  they 
needed  to  discuss  the  issue  with  the  Defense 
Ministry,  they  did  not  think  any  arms  had  been 
shipped  to  Iran  without  United  States  approv¬ 
al.96 

The  Israelis  informed  Lewis  on  May  7  that 
from  “March  1981  through  March  1982,”  any 
items  shipped  to  Iran  by  Israel  “were  sent  with 
United  States  approval.”  97  From  May  7,  1982 
forward,  Israel  “would  send  only  limited  items 
and  there  will  be  absolutely  no  United  States- 
furnished  components  involved.*’  98  On  May  27, 
Defense  Minister  Sharon  stated  publicly  that 
the  United  States  had  been  informed  in  detail 
and  in  advance  of  all  military  shipments  to 
Iran,  had  not  objected  to  these  shipments,  and 
had  received  lists  of  everything  transferred.99 
The  Israelis  told  Lewis  on  May  31  that  Sharon  . 
was  referring  to  items  “not  subject  to  United 
States  controls,”  and  that  if  any  United  States- 
origin  material  had  been  transferred,  it  was 
without  United  States  approval.100  In  communi¬ 
cations  with  the  State  Department,  Lewis  noted 
that  it  was  possible  the  Israelis  may  have  taken 
the  United  States’  approval  in  principle  for 
such  sales  as  a  “green  light,”  our  explicit  re¬ 
quirement  for  prior  approval  notwithstand¬ 
ing.  101 

The  GOI  Report  describes  these  events  as 
follows: 

In  May  1982,  Defense  Minister  Ariel 
Sharon  visited  the  United  States. 
During  his  visit,  he  made  an  effort  to 
persuade  the  Americans  of  the  impor¬ 
tance  to  continue  shipments  to  Iran. 
During  his  talks,  deliveries  containing 
United  States  components  were  also 
discussed. 

As  is  known,  during  his  visit  to  the 
United  States,  Mr.  Sharon  gave  an 
interview  to  the  “Washington  Post”  in 
which  he  revealed  that  Israel  had  as¬ 
sisted  Iran  in  military  equipment  deliv¬ 
eries.  He  stated  that  the  arms  ship¬ 
ments  from  Israel  to  Iran  were  con¬ 
ducted  via  a  third  country,  with  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  the  United  States  who  were 
informed  of  all  of  the  deliveries.  He 
also  said  that  the  United  States  had  al¬ 
lowed  shipments  which  included  tyres 
[sic]  and  spare  parts  for  the  F-4  fight¬ 
er  bombers. 


In  the  same  effort,  a  senior  official 
from  the  United  States  State  Depart¬ 
ment  was  interviewed.  He  stated  that 
the  United  States  authorities  had  virtu¬ 
ally  approved  the  shipment  of  con¬ 
trolled  United  States  military  items  to 
Iran.  He  added  that  the  United  States 
expressed  its  desire  that  Israel  should 
refrain  from  sending  arms  to  one  of 
the  sides  of  the  dispute,  and  that  Israel 
had  reported  on  sales  totalling  $2 1 
million. 102 

Israel  subsequently  gave  the  United  States 
two  lists  of  equipment  which  it  claimed  had 
either  been  sent,  or  was  supposed  to  be  sent  to 
Iran.  According  to  David  Satterfield,  it  was  im¬ 
possible  to  determine  how  many  of  the  items 
listed  (which  totaled  $53.1  million)  were  cov¬ 
ered  by  United  States  export  controls,  although 
Israel  indicated  that  the  list  of  arms  already 
sent  to  Iran  contained  “many”  United  States- 
origin  items.103  In  response  to  press  inquiries  at 
the  time,  the  United  States  government  stated 
that  Israel  had  requested  United  States  approv¬ 
al  for  sales  of  United  States-controlled  items  to 
Iran,  but  that  no  approval  had  been  given. 

From  1980  through  the  beginning  of  1983, 
Israeli  sales  of  military  and  military-related 
equipment  to  Iran  totaled  just  over  $180  mil¬ 
lion.  Many  of  these  shipments  were  known  to 
but  not  approved  by  the  United  States  govern¬ 
ment.  United  States  government  intelligence 
reports  suggest  that  Iran’s  worldwide  arms  pur¬ 
chases  during  this  period  totaled  almost  four 
billion  dollars — mostly  from  communist-bloc 
countries.104  The  Task  Force  could  find  no  doc¬ 
umentation  authorizing  the  sale  of  United 
States  made  arms  to  Iran  via  Israel.  Rather,  the 
Task  Force  determined  that  any  arms  shipped 
to  Iran  via  Israel  was  done  unilaterally  by  Israel 
or  as  a  result  of  miscommunications  between 
the  United  States  Department  of  State  and  the 
Government  of  Israel.105 

In  his  deposition,  David  Satterfield  was  asked 
about  the  claim  by  some  proponents  of  the  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise  theory  that  there  was  another 
channel,  apart  from  government-to-government 
links,  through  which  an  arms  quid  pro  quo  arms 
could  have  been  carried  out: 

Q.  Do  you  therefore  discount  the 
possibility  that  there  could  have  been 


an  alternative  channel  of  communica¬ 
tion  to  the  Israelis,  rumors  that  have 
circulated  that  perhaps  a  McFarlane  or 
White  House  channel — do  you  dis¬ 
count  that? 

A.  I  would  have  to  repeat,  nothing  I 
have  seen  throughout  that  period  of 
time  would  lead  me  to  even  suppose, 
to  suspect  that  such  a  channel  existed. 

If  your  follow  up  is  why  would  that  be, 
it  is  because  either  the  documents  that 
I  reviewed,  many  of  which  were  ex¬ 
tremely  sensitive  and  extremely  closely 
held,  were  written  in  ignorance  of  this 
purported  channel,  genuine  ignorance 
or  were  incredibly  carefully  drafted  to 
exclude  any  possibility  of  reference  to 
it.106 

Satterfield  said  he  did  not  believe  the  cables 
were  carefully  drafted  to  avoid  detection.  He 
stated  that  in  the  Iran-Contra  case,  the  cables 
reflected  the  fact  that  questions  were  being 
raised  about  arms  being  sent  ofF-channel.  In 
this  case,  he  testified  that  there  was  no  such 
cable  traffic. 

Finally,  Ambassador  Veliotes,  who  was  aware 
at  the  time  of  arms  sales  to  Iran  through  Israel, 
was  asked  to  comment  on  the  possibility  of  a 
back-channel  link  between  these  transactions 
and  the  hostages. 

A.  I  just  think  that  the  amounts  are 
so  small,  compared  to  the  need.  I  just 
can’t  see  how  it  could  be  seen  as  a 
payoff  of  any  kind.  The  Israelis  had 
their  own  good  reasons  for  wishing  to 
establish  and  maintain  contact  with 
these  military  procurement  people, 
and  that  is — whom  they  saw  either  as  a 
successor  to  the  Khomeini  regime,  or 
points  of  significant  influence  in  the 
Islamic  Parliament.  And  we  have  dis¬ 
cussed  these  reasons.  It  just — it  just 
doesn’t  make  sense  to  me. 

Q.  The  reason  I  raise  it  is,  in  an  in¬ 
vestigation  of  a  conspiracy,  one  always 
wants  to  make  sure  that  they  have  cov¬ 
ered  all  of  the  aspects. 

A.  No.  I  understand  that,  but  when 
you  think  of  the  amounts  of  money  in¬ 
volved,  you  know,  we — I  am  in  the 
book  world.  My  educational  publishers 


come  up  with  new  reading  programs 
for  first  grade  to  six  grade  and  they 
present  them  to  states  hoping  the 
states  will  approve  them  for  sale. 

One  of  my  publishers  spent  $60  mil¬ 
lion  for  a  new  reading  program  for  el¬ 
ementary  schools.  You  know,  $23  mil¬ 
lion  or  something  trickling  over  into  a 
country  that  had  an  army  of  what,  a 
million  men  on  the  border? 

That  is  not  very  much.  It  just  seems 
too  piddly  that  it  could  be  seen  as  a 
payoff.  I  would  have  to  discount  it  if 
on  no  other  grounds,  just  on  those 
grounds.107 

Ambassador  Veliotes  concluded  that  the  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise  allegations  were  the  product  of 
an  effort  to  take  a  series  of  facts  and  link  them 
together  in  a  plausible  way.  When  the  facts 
were  examined  closely,  he  testified,  they  did 
not  support  the  October  Surprise  thesis. 

After  an  analysis  of  all  of  the  American  and 
Israeli  documentation,  the  Task  Force  has 
found  no  evidence  to  support  the  proposition 
that  arms  were  sent  to  Iran  to  complete  a  bar¬ 
gain  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages.  The 
Task  Force  believes  that  if  such  an  back-chan¬ 
nel  arms  delivery  system  existed,  United  States 
embassies  or  intelligence  stations  in  the  region 
would  have  raised  questions  in  their  cables. 
Cable  traffic  reviewed  by  the  Task  Force  con¬ 
tained  no  reports  of  arms  flows  to  Iran  other 
than  those  described  in  this  report.  Given  the 
publicity  surrounding  these  deliveries  and  their 
relatively  small  value  108  and  battlefield  impact, 
the  Task  Force  concludes  that  these  arms  ship¬ 
ments  cannot  fairly  be  construed  to  constitute 
an  October  Surprise  quid  pro  quo. 

C.  Department  of  Defense 

To  determine  whether  arms  were  shipped  to 
Tehran  from  other  sources  pursuant  to  an  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise  quid  pro  quo ,  the  Task  Force  re¬ 
viewed  documents  within  the  custody  or  con¬ 
trol  of  the  Department  of  Defense  (DOD). 
Forty-seven  organizations  within  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  conducted  a  worldwide  search 
for  records  relating  to  the  Task  Force  docu¬ 
ment  production  request.  Documents  retrieved 
were  topically  indexed  for  review.  Approxi- 


mately  17,000  documents  were  indexed  and  re¬ 
viewed. 

The  document  review  process  allowed  the 
Task  Force  to  piece  together  a  comprehensive 
picture  of  Iran’s  foreign  arms  procurement 
since  1980.  The  Task  Force  determined  that 
Iran’s  arms  procurement  efforts  were  conduct¬ 
ed  through  a  maze  of  quasi-govemmental  and 
governmental  trading  companies.  Western  arms 
embargoes,  domestic  economic  difficulties,  and 
Iran’s  need  for  military  hardware  and  related 
equipment  from  western  suppliers  forced 
Tehran  to  rely  heavily  on  illegal,  privately  bro¬ 
kered  arms  transactions  in  what  is  generally 
known  as  the  “gray  market.”  Documents  re¬ 
viewed  by  the  Task  Force  established  that  Iran 
sought  arms  in  many  countries  of  the  world. 

Documents  developed  by  overseas  DOD  offi¬ 
cials  refer  frequently  to  Iranian  efforts  to  ac¬ 
quire  arms  through  all  sources  available  to 
them  once  the  arms  embargo  had  been  im¬ 
posed.  The  Task  Force  reviewed  all  of  these  re¬ 
ports  and  identified  twenty-nine  countries  from 
which  Iran  was  able  to  acquire  arms,  either  di¬ 
rectly  or  indirectly  through  third-party 
sources.109 

The  Task  Force  reviewed  a  number  of  re¬ 
ports  that  suggested  Israeli  participation  in  or 
knowledge  of  arms  shipments  to  Iran.  The 
Task  Force  also  reviewed  records  of  alleged 
actual  arms  deliveries  to  Iran,  as  well  as 
records  of  private  arms  negotiations  between 
Israeli  businessmen  and  Iranian  military  per¬ 
sonnel.110  The  documents  reviewed  by  the  Task 
Force  show  that  the  reports  of  alleged  and/or 
actual  arms  sales  from  Israel  to  Iran  remained 
small  but  steady  during  the  1980-1981  period, 
peaked  during  the  1982-1983  period,  and  then 
steadily  declined  from  1984  to  1986.  The  docu¬ 
ments  also  suggest  that  arms  sales  through 
third  parties  followed  a  similar  pattern.111  De¬ 
partment  of  Defense  never  placed  any  dollar 
amounts  on  these  shipments. 

Documents  reviewed  by  the  Task  Force  also 
suggest  that  there  was  an  ongoing  dialogue 
within  Department  of  Defense  regarding 
United  States  arms  policy  toward  Iran.  For  ex¬ 
ample,  in  several  memos  senior  Department  of 
Defense  officials  expressed  displeasure  with  the 
Joint  Chiefs  of  Staffs  opposition  to  a  proposed 
National  Security  Decision  Directive  (NSDD) 
that  would  permit  transfers  of  non-Uni ted 
States  arms  to  Iran  by  European  allies  and 


other  countries.  These  officials  argued  that, 
while  no  United  States-origin  arms  should  be 
provided  to  Iran,  third-party  country  transfers 
should  not  be  discouraged.  Notwithstanding 
this  debate,  United  States  policy  continued  to 
forbid  the  transfer  of  United  States  arms  to 
Iran  and  continued  to  discourage  third-country 
transfers  of  non-United  States  arms.  Indeed,  in 
memos  dating  from  January  1981,  a  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense  interagency  task  force  report¬ 
ed  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense  its  unanimous 
view  that  United  States  policy  should  continue 
to  prohibit  arms  deliveries  to  Iran,  including 
equipment  already  paid  for  by  the  Iranians. 

The  Task  Force’s  review  of  Department  of 
Defense  documents  underscored  the  strong 
anti-Khomeini  sentiments  within  the  Reagan 
administration.  The  Defense  Department’s  goal 
was  to  “dry  up”  all  military  supplies  to  Iran.112 

The  Task  Force  interviewed  officials  in  the 
Defense  Security  Assistance  Agency  (DSAA). 
DSAA  coordinates  the  purchase  of  arms  and 
other  technology  by  foreign  governments. 
DSAA  does  not  actually  ship  items  purchased, 
but  monitors  the  activities  of  American  arms 
dealers  and  the  payments  of  foreign  govern¬ 
ments. 

Interviews  with  DSAA  officials,  including  Di¬ 
rector  of  Operations,  H.  Diehl  McKalip,  as  well 
as  Task  Force  document  reviews,  indicate  that 
there  were  no  FMS  sales  to  Iran  once  the  em¬ 
bargo  was  imposed  by  President  Carter.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  prior  to  the  embargo  DSAA  had  re¬ 
stricted  arms  shipments  to  Iran  because  it  had 
not  paid  billions  of  dollars  in  outstanding  bills. 
DSAA  officials  said  they  would  have  objected 
vigorously  to  any  arms  sales  to  Iran  because  of 
its  unpaid  FMS  debts. 

The  Task  Force  also  examined  whether  Israel 
had  filed  FMS  requests  in  excess  of  its  needs, 
which  might  indicate  arms  transfers  to  Iran. 
DSAA  officials  stated  that  they  monitor  Israel’s 
requests  because  DOD  does  not  want  foreign 
countries  to  profit  financially  by  buying  parts  in 
the  United  States,  reassembling  them  overseas, 
and  reselling  the  finished  item.  DSAA  officials 
stated  that,  while  they  saw  intelligence  reports 
indicating  Israeli  arms  sales  to  Iran,  there  was 
no  evidence  that  Israel  was  buying  FMS  arms  in 
excess  of  its  needs. 

Finally,  none  of  the  Department  of  Defense 
records  reviewed  by  the  Task  Force  revealed 


any  evidence  to  support  the  allegations  under 
investigation.  There  is  no  doubt  that  DOD  was 
aware  of  reports  of  arms  sales  to  Iran,  particu¬ 
larly  by  Israel.  None  of  these  reports  suggest, 
however,  that  any  of  these  transactions  were 
part  of  a  quid  pro  quo  between  the  Reagan  ad¬ 
ministration  and  Iran. 

D.  October  22>23,  1980  Arms 
Deal 


1.  Overview 

As  stated  earlier,  central  to  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  allegations  is  the  question  of  whether 
known  arms  sales  to  Iran  could  be  said  to  have 
been  arranged  as  a  quid  pro  quo  for  an  agree¬ 
ment  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages.  One 
documented  transaction,  involving  the  delivery 
of  arms  from  Nimes,  France  to  Tehran  on  Oc¬ 
tober  22,  1980,  has  figured  prominently  in  the 
October  Surprise  allegations. 

2.  Background 

In  the  summer  of  1980,  Iran  was  trying  to  ac¬ 
quire  arms  from  European  arms  dealers  in  an 
effort  to  fill  gaps  in  its  arsenal.  Iran’s  eagerness 
for  arms  was  increased  by  the  growing  tensions 
between  Iran  and  Iraq  and  the  Iraqi  invasion  in 
September,  1980.  As  early  as  the  spring  of 
1980,  Iran  had  begun  to  develop  lists  of  items 
for  which  there  was  a  specifically  identified 
need. 

To  obtain  arms,  the  Iranian  Defense  Ministry 
retained  the  services  of  a  number  of  individ¬ 
uals,  including  Ahmed  Heidari,  who  was  given 
responsibility  for  overseeing  arms  procurement 
efforts.  Heidari  worked  in  concert  with  Karim 
Minatchi  and  an  Iranian  company,  Interparts, 
to  set  up  to  acquire  the  necessary  military 
equipment. 

Heidari  tried  to  acquire  arms  through  all 
channels  available  to  him.  One  such  channel 
was  the  French  cargo  transport  company,  SETI 
International,  headed  by  Yves  DeLoreilhe. 
SETI,  in  turn,  contracted  Charter  Masters 
Company,  S.A.,  another  French  company  spe¬ 
cializing  in  the  delivery  of  difficult  air  cargo 
orders.  Jacques  Montanes  was  the  president  of 
Charter  Masters.  Although  SETI  and  Charter 
Masters  were  experienced  in  the  transportation 
of  military  equipment,  neither  had  much  expe¬ 


rience  in  the  acquisition  of  such  equipment. 
Two  other  men,  Roger  Faulques  and  Pierre 
Gaudinat,  were  contacted  for  their  arms  acqui¬ 
sition  expertise.  In  the  summer  of  1980,  prob¬ 
ably  in  August,  a  meeting  was  held  in  Paris  to 
discuss  the  possibility  of  acquiring  and  deliver¬ 
ing  military  equipment  to  Tehran.  Present  at 
this  meeting  was  Minatchi,  Heidari,  Montanes, 
DeLoreilhe,  Faulques,  and  Gaudinat.  An  agree¬ 
ment  was  reached  in  principle,  and  the  parties 
set  in  action  a  plan  for  the  delivery  of  the  de¬ 
sired  equipment  to  Tehran. 

Task  Force  counsel  interviewed  most  of  the 
participants  in  this  venture  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  this  or  any  related  deals  were  re¬ 
lated  in  any  fashion  to  an  October  Surprise  quid 
pro  quo.  The  account  of  each  individual  is  ana¬ 
lyzed  below. 

3.  Participants 

a.  Roger  Faulques 

Roger  Faulques  113  is  a  professional  soldier. 
He  served  with  the  French  Foreign  Legion 
from  1943  to  1961.  He  fought  as  a  mercenary 
in  the  Congo  from  1961  to  1962,  in  Yemen 
from  1963  to  1967,  and  in  Biafra  in  1967  and 
1968.  Faulques  stopped  fighting  in  1968  and 
began  working  on  civilian  construction  jobs  for 
French  companies  in  Iraq,  Libya,  and  Saudi 
Arabia.  He  is  now  retired.  114 

With  respect  to  the  arms  deal  described 
above,  Faulques  said  that  he  was  invited  to  par¬ 
ticipate  in  the  Paris  meeting  at  the  behest  of 
Pierre  Gaudinat.  Gaudinat  advised  Faulques 
that  some  Iranians  were  interested  in  acquiring 
spare  parts  for  Boeing  747  Jumbo  Jets,  military 
aircraft,  and  tanks.  Faulques  attended  the  meet¬ 
ing  in  the  summer  of  1980,  prior  to  the  Iraqi 
invasion  of  Iran.  The  meeting  lasted  approxi¬ 
mately  four  hours.  While  he  could  not  recall 
the  names  of  the  Iranians  who  participated,  he 
said  that  one  of  them  described  himself  as 
being  empowered  by  Khomeini  to  reach  agree¬ 
ments  necessary  to  acquire  the  needed  weap¬ 
ons.  115 

The  Iranians  explained  that  their  military  was 
having  difficulty  maintaining  their  aircraft  be¬ 
cause  key  personnel  responsible  for  mainte¬ 
nance  had  fled  after  the  departure  of  the  Shah, 
taking  computerized  spare  parts  inventories 
with  them.  Civilian  and  military  aircraft  had 


been  sitting  for  months  without  required  rou¬ 
tine  maintenance.  In  addition  to  parts,  the  Ira¬ 
nians  were  looking  for  technical  crews  to  over¬ 
haul  engines  that  had  been  idle  for  months. 
Faulques  was  asked  if  he  could  locate  a  com¬ 
puter  specialist  to  resolve  their  technical  prob¬ 
lems  and  acquire  the  necessary  parts.  The  Ira¬ 
nians  produced  a  ten-page  computer  printout 
listing  the  equipment  needed.  Faulques  advised 
the  Iranians  that  he  could  not  assist  them  and 
departed.  He  had  no  further  dealings  with  the 
Iranians  or  anyone  else  connected  with  the 
deal.  116 

In  his  book,  October  Surprise ,  Gary  Sick  writes: 

Heidari  and  Faulques  reached  an 
agreement  in  principle,  subject  to  fi¬ 
nancial  and  technical  arrangements, 
but  Faulques  insisted  that  he  would  do 
nothing  without  at  least  tacit  approval 
by  French  intelligence. 

To  that  end,  a  representative  of 
Faulques  met  with  Alain  Gagneron  De 
Marolles  at  the  latter’s  home  near  Bor¬ 
deaux  in  early  September.  De  Marolles 
was  the  director  of  operations  in  the 
Service  Documentation  Exterieur  et  de 
Contre-Espionage  (SDECE),  the 
French  Secret  Service,  and  a  principal 
deputy  to  Count  Alexander  de  Mar- 
enches,  the  SDECE’s  head.  117 

Faulques  specifically  denied  any  such  involve¬ 
ment  with  Heidari.  He  swore  that  he  never 
contacted  personally  nor  sent  a  representative 
to  meet  with  De  Marolles.  He  stated  that  he 
has  never  met  De  Marolles,  118  and  had  never 
sent  a  “representative”  to  do  so.  119  Faulques 
said  that  he  had  never  traveled  to  Iran,  and 
produced  his  passport  as  evidence.  He  added 
that,  with  the  exception  of  one  Paris  meeting, 
he  had  no  involvement  with  the  shipment  of 
military  spare  parts  or  equipment  to  Iran.  Fur¬ 
thermore,  he  stated  that  he  knew  nothing  to  in¬ 
dicate  any  relationship  between  this  meeting 
and  an  alleged  October  Surprise  quid  pro  quo.  120 

b.  Pierre  Gaudinat 

Pierre  Gaudinat  121  worked  for  Air  France  for 
20  years.  He  served  as  airport  station  manager 
in  Istanbul,  Warsaw,  and  Tel  Aviv.  He  retired 
from  Air  France  in  1977.  122  In  late  1977  and 
early  1978  he  founded  a  delivery  company 
named  International  Contact  Service  (ICS).  ICS 


delivered  mechanical  parts  and  shipping  docu¬ 
ments  to  inaccessible  locations  in  a  shorter 
period  of  time  than  normal  postal  service.  Gau¬ 
dinat  met  Jacques  Montanes  in  1979.  123  Mon- 
tanes  also  specialized  in  air  transport.  In  early 
1980  Montanes  proposed  to  Gaudinat  that  they 
do  business  together.  Montanes  told  Gaudinat 
through  a  contact,  Yves  DeLoreilhe,  that  he 
had  the  possibility  of  servicing  a  delivery  con¬ 
tract  between  France  and  Iran.  Montanes  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  contract  could  be  very  lucrative. 
Gaudinat  decided  that  he  would  meet  with 
Montanes  and  his  Iranian  contacts.  Gaudinat 
invited  Faulques  to  participate  in  a  meeting 
scheduled  for  the  spring  or  summer  of  1980  in 
Paris.  Faulques  flew  from  Spain  to  join  the 
meeting.  124 

In  addition  to  Gaudinat,  the  meeting  includ¬ 
ed  Minatchi,  Heidari,  DeLoreilhe,  125  Faulques, 
and  Montanes.  126  Heidari  showed  the  group  a 
multiple-page  listing  of  spare  parts  sought  by 
Iran.  Heidari  also  mentioned  that  he  wanted 
three  people  to  come  to  Iran  to  review  its  com¬ 
puter  inventory  system.  127  Gaudinat  said  that 
the  list  was  unusable  because  the  spare  parts 
contained  no  reference  number.  128  According 
to  Gaudinat,  it  was  not  clear  at  this  juncture 
whether  the  proposed  transaction  violated  the 
arms  embargo.  It  was  agreed  that  Gaudinat 
would  use  his  contacts  129  to  determine  the  view 
of  the  French  Defense  Ministry  on  the  pro¬ 
posed  deal.  Gaudinat  called  a  contact  within 
the  Defense  Ministry  and  asked,  “Could  you 
come  out,  I’d  like  to  have  a  drink  with  you  and 
I  am  concerned  by  a  problem,  maybe  you  could 
help  me  out.”  130  An  unidentified  official  told 
Gaudinat  that  the  Ministry  would  “give  me  a 
call.”  131  During  a  second  meeting,  a  Defense 
Ministry  official  told  Gaudinat,  “If  you  go  to 
Iran  to  organize  the  recruiting  of  three  special¬ 
ists  to  put  order  in  the  stock  of  armament  we 
have  nothing  against  it.  It’s  better  for  us  to  see 
French  officers  in  Iran  because  we  are  confi¬ 
dent  that  everybody  is  disorganized  since  Kho¬ 
meini  came  to  power.  So  just  as  well.  So  green 
light.  But  no  paper.  If  you  asked,  they  know 
nothing.  They  never  saw  me  and  they  never 
told  me  anything.”  132  Gaudinat  stated  that  he 
tried  to  talk  to  DeMarolles  about  this  matter, 
but  that  the  latter  had  already  been  dismissed 
from  the  intelligence  service.  133 


With  an  unofficial  green  light  from  the  De¬ 
fense  Ministry  to  send  technicians  to  Iran,  Gau¬ 
dinat,  Montanes,  and  DeLoreilhe  left  for 
Tehran  to  study  the  computer  inventory 
system.  They  were  met  by  Heidari  and  Minachi 
and  taken  to  meet  an  Iranian  colonel,  intro¬ 
duced  as  a  “Minister  of  Defense”.134  The  dis¬ 
cussion  turned  immediately  to  the  need  for 
Scorpio  tank  engines,  ammunition,  and  other 
armaments.  This  worried  Gaudinat,  because 
neither  DeLoreilhe  nor  Montanes  had  any  ex¬ 
perience  in  acquiring  this  type  of  equipment. 
Gaudinat  suggested  that  he  thought  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  the  trip  as  represented  by  Heidari  to 
the  Iranians  was  different  from  how  it  had  been 
represented  to  him.  When  Gaudinat  indicated 
his  lack  of  interest,  he  was  allowed  to  return  to 
France.135  Once  in  France  he  met  with  a  retired 
French  military  officer  who  was  also  involved  in 
the  project.  Gaudinat  told  this  officer  that  the 
project  was  doomed  to  failure  and  that  he  had 
washed  his  hands  of  the  deal. 136  To  the  best  of 
Gaudinat’s  knowledge,  the  officer  continued  on 
with  the  project. 

Gaudinat  said  that  Montanes  and  DeLoreilhe 
remained  in  Tehran  for  a  long  time — until  the 
engines  could  be  delivered.  In  effect,  when  the 
Iranians  learned  that  the  desired  equipment 
could  not  be  acquired,  they  revoked  the  pass¬ 
ports  of  Montanes  and  DeLoreilhe.137  An  ad  hoc 
tire  deal  was  arranged  by  SETI  in  order  to 
“buy  time”  while  the  engine  deal  could  be  put 
together. 

A  few  weeks  after  his  return  from  Tehran,  on 
approximately  September  14,  1980,  Gaudinat 
was  contacted  by  Montanes’  assistant,  Jean 
Bourquin.  Bourquin  told  him  that  he  had  been 
asked  to  transport  5,000  kilos  of  retreaded 
Phantom  Jet  tires  from  Tel  Aviv  to  Tehran.  He 
asked  Gaudinat  if  he  would  take  this  flight. 
Gaudinat  agreed.  He  recalled  that  he  flew  on  a 
Caravelle  plane  to  Tel  Aviv.  When  the  plane 
arrived  in  Tel  Aviv,  it  was  taken  to  a  secluded 
part  of  the  airfield  and  surrounded  by  Israeli 
troops.  The  cargo  compartment  was  loaded 
with  retreaded  Phantom  F-4  tires.  Gaudinat 
spent  the  night  in  the  cockpit.  The  next  morn¬ 
ing  the  plane  was  flown  by  the  SETI  pilot  non¬ 
stop  to  Nimes,  France.  After  2-3  hours  on  the 
ground,  the  cargo  was  loaded  on  a  DC-8 
LuxAir  plane  and  flown  to  Iran.138 

Gaudinat  told  Task  Force  counsel  that  after 
the  tire  deal  was  completed,  SETI  representa¬ 


tives  were  called  to  the  French  Ministry  of  De¬ 
fense  and  were  told  to  stop  dealing  with  Iran 
because  “our  American  friends  were  fed 
up.”  139  When  asked  what  he  understood  this  to 
mean,  Gaudinat  said  he  believed  that  the 
United  States  had  monitored  the  shipment  and 
sent  word  back  through  the  French  Defense 
Ministry  that  it  wanted  this  sort  of  activity  shut 
down.  As  it  turned  out,  this  was  the  last  deal 
with  which  he  was  involved.140 

Gaudinat  offered  that  he  had  no  specific  in¬ 
formation  on  whether  there  was  a  relationship 
between  the  October  tire  deal  or  any  of  the 
SETI  deals  and  the  American  hostages.  Howev¬ 
er,  he  indicated  that  no  Americans  were  even 
present  at  any  meeting  at  which  any  of  the 
arms  deals  were  discussed.141 

c.  Jacques  Montanes 

Jacques  Montanes  142  is  the  president  and 
General  Manager  of  Aero  Cargo  International, 
a  Paris-based  firm.  During  the  1970s  and  the 
early  1980s,  he  was  president  of  the  French 
cargo  company,  Charter  Masters.  Charter  Mas¬ 
ters  specialized  in  difficult  international  cargo 
deliveries.  Montanes  had  extensive  prior  expe¬ 
rience  in  Iran,  which  prompted  SETI  Interna¬ 
tional  to  seek  to  collaborate  with  Charter  Mas¬ 
ters.  Montanes  described  the  relationship 
among  DeLoreilhe,  Gaudinat,  Faulques,  Hei¬ 
dari,  Minachi,  and  himself  to  Task  Force  inves¬ 
tigators.143 

Yves  DeLoreilhe  contacted  Montanes  because 
of  prior  cooperation  between  SETI  and  Char¬ 
ter  Masters  on  a  delivery  of  cargo  to  Africa  and 
because  Montanes  had  previously  made  trips  to 
post-revolutionary  Iran  to  remove  equipment 
and  tooling  related  to  Airbuses  leased  by  Iran 
under  the  Shah.  In  June  1980,  SETI  initially 
proposed  that  Charter  Masters  organize  the 
transportation  144  to  Iran  of  equipment  based  in 
Lisbon.  Charter  Masters  was  asked  to  arrange 
seventy  flights  between  Portugal  and  Iran  in¬ 
volving  Boeing  707  freighters.  These  seventy 
flights  were  never  made  because  Iran  could  not 
provide  a  $200  million  letter  of  credit. 

Following  this  failure,  SETI  and  the  Inter¬ 
parts  representatives,  Minachi  and  Heidari,  met 
in  Paris  between  July  and  August,  1980  to  ar¬ 
range  a  new  arms  link  between  Europe  and 
Iran.  They  agreed  in  an  August  meeting  that  a 
team  of  experts  should  be  dispatched  to 


Tehran  to  assess  Iran’s  military  and  technical 
needs.  On  September  14,  1980  Montanes,  Gau- 
dinat,  and  DeLoreilhe  travelled  to  Tehran  to 
make  a  technical  assessment.  Meetings  were 
held  between  civilian  and  defense  ministry  per¬ 
sonnel  and  the  European  technicians.  A  com¬ 
prehensive  list  of  needed  military  equipment 
emerged  from  these  meetings.  In  light  of  the 
Iraqi  invasion,  the  parties  agreed  to  expedite 
the  delivery  of  the  most  urgently  needed  equip¬ 
ment:  the  Scorpio  and  Chieftain  engines.  The 
army  approved  the  contract  and  a  contract  was 
made  with  the  SICAM  company  in  Monaco  for 
50  J-60  Scorpio  engines  and  18  MKBA  Chief¬ 
tain  engines.  SICAM  indicated  that  it  would 
take  approximately  three  weeks  for  delivery. 

Invoices  were  prepared  by  Heidari  and  pre¬ 
sented  to  the  army  for  approval.  Funds  were 
delivered  to  SETI’s  correspondent  banks  in 
Switzerland,  based  on  an  invoice  prepared  by 
Heidari.145  Ali  Reza  Nobari  of  Bank  Markazi 
was  concerned  about  the  absence  of  any  collat¬ 
eral  or  other  financial  guarantees  by  SETI  to 
ensure  delivery  of  the  purchased  equipment.  As 
a  consequence,  Nobari  had  Montanes’  and  De- 
Loreilhe’s  passports  revoked  pending  delivery 
of  the  goods. 

When  the  funds  arrived  in  Switzerland  on 
October  11,  1980,  thirty  percent  was  removed 
to  pay  the  middlemen  for  the  Scorpio  engines. 
The  remainder  was  to  be  paid  upon  delivery. 
The  Chieftain  engines  were  not  delivered 
within  the  time  period  required  in  the  contract. 
As  a  result,  Heidari  arranged  for  the  replace¬ 
ment  of  the  18  Chieftain  engines  by  other 
equipment  of  interest  to  the  Iranian  Defense 
Ministry.  This  included:  F-4  tires;  spare  parts 
for  M60/M48  tank  engines;  and  field  batteries 
for  transmissions.  In  the  meantime,  SICAM 
purchased  additional  spare  parts  for  M60/M48 
engines  from  Alberto  Ghiraldi  in  Milan,  Italy. 
SETI,  on  the  other  hand,  worked  with  Israeli 
diplomatic  representatives  in  Paris.  Israel,  SETI 
was  told,  was  interested  in  filling  the  void.  The 
complete  inventory  of  parts  needed  by  Iran  was 
sent  to  an  “Israeli  diplomat.*’  146  In  a  meeting 
with  an  Israeli  representative,  Heidari  ex¬ 
pressed  his  willingness  to  allow  Israel  to  com¬ 
plete  the  contract  if  Israel  would  show  good 
faith  by  delivering  some  equipment  to  Tehran. 
Israel  agreed  to  send  F-4  tires  and  Tampela 
mortars.  A  transfer  of  $250,000  was  made  on 
October  21  to  the  Israeli  purchasing  mission.  A 


second  $80,000  payment  was  made  several  days 
later. 147 

On  October  23  a  Caravelle  owned  by  Aero- 
tour,  a  French  company,  was  chartered  to  pick 
up  the  equipment  in  Israel.  Caudinat  was  on 
this  flight.  The  plane  flew  from  Paris  to  Israel, 
where,  in  contravention  of  the  terms  of  the 
deal  as  understood  by  Montanes,  only  250  F-4 
retread  tires  were  delivered.  No  mortars  were 
ever  produced.  Once  loaded  with  the  retread 
tires,  the  plane  flew  to  Nimes,  France,  where 
the  cargo  was  loaded  on  a  DC-8  along  with 
other  military  equipment  previously  contracted 
for  by  SETI  and  Interparts.148  With  Jacques 
Masson,  the  director  of  SICAM,  on  board,  the 
plane  then  departed  for  Iran,  where  it  was  un¬ 
loaded  in  Montanes’  presence.  While  this  trans¬ 
action  did  not  fulfill  the  terms  of  the  SETI-In- 
terparts  contract, 149  it  ended  the  involvement  of 
Israeli  representatives  in  the  deal.  Over  the 
next  eight  months  all  of  the  engines  150  origi¬ 
nally  contracted  for  were  eventually  delivered 
with  the  assistance  of  a  second  arms  dealer, 
Horst  Von  Hajik,  thus  ending  SETI’s  and  Char¬ 
ter  Masters’  dealings  with  Iran  and  the  delivery 
of  military  equipment.151 

Montanes  was  repeatedly  questioned  about 
any  part  this  particular  transaction  may  have 
played  in  a  hostage-delay  quid  pro  quo.  Mon¬ 
tanes  testified  that,  to  his  knowledge,  this  arms 
deal  had  no  connection  with  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  allegations: 

*  *  *  *  * 

Q:  .  .  .  My  question  to  you  was 
throughout  this  entire  transaction, 
both  in  Iran  or  France  or  anywhere 
else,  did  anyone  discuss  with  you  that 
the  transaction,  that  you  were  involved 
in  October  and  ending  in  May,  Octo¬ 
ber  1980  and  ending  in  May  1981  had 
anything  to  do  with  the  hostage  situa¬ 
tion? 

A:  None  at  all.152 

*  *  *  *  * 

Montanes  went  on  to  add  that  while  he  un¬ 
derstood  the  argument  that  the  delivery  of 
arms  in  mid-October  would  serve  as  a  taste  of 
things  to  come  if  the  Iranians  were  willing  to 
delay  the  release  of  the  hostages  beyond  No- 


vember,  1980,  he  saw  “nothing  to  really  sub¬ 
stantiate  it.”  153 

On  a  related  note,  Montanes,  who  had  be¬ 
friended  Ghotbzadeh  during  his  [Montanes1] 
period  of  captivity  in  Iran,  was  asked  whether 
Ghotbzadeh  ever  advised  him  that  a  relation¬ 
ship  existed  between  his  arms  deal  and  an  al¬ 
leged  deal  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages, 
Montanes  testified  as  follows: 

Q:  But,  just  to  bring  this  portion  of 
the  questioning  to  an  end,  did  Ghotb¬ 
zadeh  ever  tie  your  transaction  to 
some  deal  between  the  Iranians  and 
the  Republican  party. 

A:  Not  that  I  know. 

*  *  *  *  * 

Q;  But  Ghotbzadeh  never  linked 
your  deal  with  the  Republican  contact 
that  he  believed  were  taking  place? 

A:  Never. 154 

According  to  Montanes,  his  October  1980 
arms  deal  was  a  business  arrangement  between 
SETI  and  Iran.  The  purpose  was  to  make 
money.  It  never  had  any  connection  to  the 
American  hostages  to  his  knowledge.  With  re¬ 
spect  to  related  or  subsequent  arms  deliveries, 
Montanes  stated  that  he  was  still  being  held  in 
Tehran  after  January,  1981,  and  spent  a  good 
deal  of  his  time  waiting  at  the  airport  for  the 
delivery  of  the  engines  that  would  consummate 
his  deal.  His  testimony  on  this  point  was  that 
throughout  the  entire  period  of  time  he  spent 
in  Tehran  between  January  and  June  1981,  at 
no  time  did  he  see  any  American  made  or  ret¬ 
rofitted  equipment  entering  Marabbad  Airport. 

Q:  And  so  between  January  and 
June,  did  you  see  any.  .  .  . 

A:  I  didn’t  see  any  stuff  [American 
made  or  retrofitted  arms]  enter 
Tehran  Marabbad  Airport. 

Q;  That’s  what  I  am  saying,  actually, 
the  stuff  that  you  personally  could 
have  witnessed,  your  testimony  is  that 
you  saw,  your  statement  is  that  you 
saw  no  such  stuff? 

A:  No  such  stuff,  at  Tehran  Marab¬ 
bad  Airport. 155 


d.  Ahmed  Heidari 

Ahmed  Heidari  156  has  made  a  comfortable 
living  from  Iranian  deals  over  the  past  decade. 
According  to  Heidari,  his  arms  dealings  can  be 
broken  down  into  distinct  stages.  The  first 
stage  involves  dealings  with  SETI. 

Heidari  explained  that  he  began  arms  dealing 
in  earnest  after  Iraq  invaded  Iran  in  Septem¬ 
ber,  1980.  Immediately  after  the  initial  attack, 
Heidari  was  appointed  an  official  representative 
of  the  Iranian  Ministry  of  Defense.  In  this  ca¬ 
pacity  he  was  responsible  for  most  of  Iran’s 
arms  procurement  efforts,  especially  in  Europe. 
Heidari  worked  for  Colonel  Fakuri,  who  was 
the  minister  of  Defense. 

In  an  effort  to  secure  arms,  Heidari  contact¬ 
ed  a  Mr.  Masson,  the  owner  of  an  arms  pro¬ 
curement  enterprise  in  France  called 
CICOM.157  Because  any  arms  deals  between 
France  and  Iran  would  violate  the  arms  embar¬ 
go,  Heidari  said  he  asked  Alexander  de  Mar- 
enches  for  permission  to  make  secret  arms 
deals.158  Heidari  testified  that  de  Marenches 
told  him  France  would  not  do  business  with 
Iran,  at  least  officially.  Heidari  was  told  to  con¬ 
tact  DeLoreilhe,  who  might  still  maintain  an  in¬ 
terest  in  clandestine  arms  deals.159  Heidari  con¬ 
tacted  DeLoreilhe,  and  later  met  with  DeLor¬ 
eilhe,  Montanes  and  others  to  tie  down  the 
specifics  of  the  proposed  deal.  Montanes  was  in 
charge  of  air  logistics — i.e.,  identifying  the  nec¬ 
essary  aircraft  to  transport  the  equipment.  De¬ 
Loreilhe  was  responsible  for  locating  and  ac¬ 
quiring  the  contracted  material. 

Heidari  said  that  he  attempted  to  complete 
two  deals  with  SETI  and  DeLoreilhe.  To  ar¬ 
range  the  first  deal,  Montanes  and  DeLoreilhe 
travelled  to  Iran  in  September,  1980,  according 
to  Heidari.  This  deal  involved  the  purchase  of 
Scorpio  tank  engines  by  Iran.  Although  a  con¬ 
tract  was  signed  and  funds  were  made  available 
to  pay  for  the  goods,  SETI  could  not  locate  the 
desired  engines.  DeLoreilhe  and  Montanes 
“were  asked’’  to  remain  in  Iran  “to  devote  ad¬ 
ditional  time  to  the  matter.’*  160  As  it  turned 
out,  said  Heidari,  SETI  was  never  able  to 
locate  a  seller.  Heidari  instead  had  to  make  al¬ 
ternative  arrangements  with  Ian  Smalley  to  ship 
the  equipment  from  England  through  Luxem¬ 
bourg  to  Tehran  under  cover  of  a  truck  engine 
invoice.  Heidari  was  able  to  use  his  own  con- 


tacts  to  secure  the  necessary  end-user  certifi¬ 
cates.161 

The  second  deal,  as  Heidari  explained  it,  162 
involved  the  purchase  of  batteries,  tires,  and 
miscellaneous  spare  parts.  This  deal  was  nego¬ 
tiated  three  weeks  after  DeLoreilhe  and  Mon- 
tanes  arrived  in  Tehran.  According  to  Heidari, 
when  it  became  apparent  that  SETI  could  not 
deliver  on  the  first  deal,  they  had  to  do  some¬ 
thing  as  a  way  to  buy  time  because  Iran  had  al¬ 
ready  sent  money  to  cover  the  cost  of  the  en¬ 
gines.163  Using  invoices  from  individuals  who 
remained  in  Paris,  SETI  made  arrangements 
for  this  “second  deal”.  This  deal  involved  a 
contact  named  “Alain”  at  the  “Israeli  Mission 
in  Paris.”  With  his  assistance,  the  retread  F-4 
tires  were  included  in  the  second  deal.  Heidari 
emphasized  that  the  transaction  involving  SETI 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  hostages.  They 
were  simply  commercial  transactions  through 
which  he  hoped  to  earn  commissions  and 
obtain  the  needed  weaponry  for  Iran.  He  noted 
that  he  did  not  meet  DeMarolles  and  that,  to 
his  knowledge,  any  contacts  with  French  intelli¬ 
gence  were  only  undertaken  to  avoid  legal  en¬ 
tanglements  with  French  authorities.164 

The  second  stage  of  Heidari’s  arms  procure¬ 
ment  activities  occurred  between  late  1980  and 
1983.  During  this  stage,  reported  Heidari,  Iran 
was  attempting  to  purchase  arms  from  France, 
Spain,  Portugal,  and  Israel.  Heidari  indicated 
that  he  personally  knew  of  Iranian  arms  pur¬ 
chases  of  excess  American  military  parts  from 
Israel  and  Spain.  The  purchase  from  Israel,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Heidari,  had  a  total  value  of  $30- 
$40  million.  Among  the  items  received  from 
the  Israelis  were  recoilless  rifles,  ammunition, 
and  howitzers.  Heidari  noted  that  American- 
made  equipment  formed  only  a  portion  of  the 
shipments  arranged  by  Israel.  Heidari  said  that, 
to  his  knowledge,  none  of  the  arms  purchased 
from  Israel  were  obtained  with  the  agreement 
of  the  American  government. 165 

Heidari  was  pointedly  questioned  about 
Iran’s  involvement  with  the  acquisition  of  arms 
from  Israel.  Heidari  stated  that  his  sole  contact 
with  Israel  was  the  individual  named  “Alain” 
stationed  in  Paris.  Alain,  Heidari  said,  may  have 
been  a  representative  of  Soffer,  the  Israeli  Am¬ 
bassador  to  France,  but  he  had  no  proof  for 
this.  Heidari  indicated  that  he  would  leave  a 
message  for  Alain  at  a  specific  phone  number 
in  France  and  would  later  receive  a  call  back. 


The  arms  deals  were  arranged  in  this  way.  Hei¬ 
dari  said  that  he  was  not  part  of  any  arms  deals 
that  could  be  said  to  have  been  part  of  an  Oc¬ 
tober  Surprise  quid  pro  quo. 166 

Heidari  was  not  involved  in  any  deals  with 
Andreas  Jenni,  the  Swiss  arms  dealer.  However, 
Heidari  was  a  small  investor  in  a  Jenni  arrange¬ 
ment  in  which  an  Argentine  plane  was  shot 
down  by  the  Soviets.  Angelo  Caldas  organized 
the  deal  and  Heidari  invested  $200,000.  This 
flight  was  one  of  a  series  of  five  or  six  flights. 
Brazil  purchased  American  goods  and  sold 
them  to  Iran.  Transport  was  through  Israel  and 
Cyprus.  Heidari  was  familiar  with  Horst  Von 
Hajik.  He  described  him  as  a  “crazy  middle¬ 
man”  who  stole  $100,000  from  Yves  DeLor¬ 
eilhe.  DeLoreilhe  introduced  Heidari  to  Von 
Hajik.  Heidari  attempted,  without  success,  to 
purchase  tank  engines  through  Von  Hajik.167 

Aside  from  this,  Heidari  lacked  detailed  in¬ 
formation  concerning  third-party  arms  dealers 
doing  business  with  Iran.  He  left  Task  Force 
counsel  with  the  impression  that  many  individ¬ 
ual  arms  dealers  were  brandishing  their  wares 
in  the  marketplace  because  any  successful  Iran 
deal  could  be  quite  lucrative  at  a  time  when  an 
arms  embargo  was  in  place.  He  offered  no  evi¬ 
dence  suggesting  that  any  of  these  deals  were 
linked  in  any  way  to  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages. 

The  October  23  tire  delivery  from  Israel  to 
Iran  occurred  in  close  proximity  to  the  alleged 
Paris  meeting  dates.  For  that  reason  alone  it 
seems  to  have  found  its  way  into  the  October 
Surprise  literature.  Upon  close  inspection,  how¬ 
ever,  several  conclusions  can  be  reached.  First, 
this  delivery  of  re-treaded  tires  was  a  small,  ad 
hoc  part  of  a  larger  endeavor  involving  French 
businessmen,  Iranian  arms  brokers,  and  the 
governments  of  Israel  and  Iran.  No  American 
involvement  can  be  fairly  said  to  exist.  Second, 
this  deal  was  undertaken  to  make  money  for 
the  private  party  participants,  provide  needed 
weapons  for  Iran,  and  to  serve  the  strategic 
needs  of  Israel  during  a  most  tumultuous  time 
in  Iranian-Israeli  relations.  No  linkage  between 
this  deal  and  the  release  of  the  American  hos¬ 
tages  could  be  found  because  none  exists. 
Third,  there  appears  to  have  been  attempts  by 
the  participants  in  this  deal  to  notify  French  in¬ 
telligence/military  services  before  the  fact  of 
the  deliveries  in  an  effort  to  safeguard  their 


personal  well-being  (i.e.f  avoid  arrest  or  forfeit¬ 
ure  of  their  property)  and  to  obtain  a  tacit  “ap¬ 
proval”  for  the  delivery.  There  is  no  evidence 
that  Alexander  de  Marenches,  or  people  work¬ 
ing  for  or  with  him,  were  in  fact  notified  of  or 
actually  approved  the  deal.  The  contacts  with 
the  intelligence/military  services  are  at  best 
ambiguous.  168  It  would  be  disingenuous  to  use 
this  attempt  to  reach  representatives  of  French 
intelligence,  particularly  Count  de  Marenches, 
as  a  basis  for  concluding  that  Bill  Casey  was 
the  hand  behind  this  operation.  Indeed,  the 
Task  Force  concludes  that  the  juxtaposition  of 
this  deal  against  the  description  of  Bill  Casey’s 
friendship  with  Count  de  Marenches  in  Gary 
Sick’s  October  Surprise  169  leaves  the  impression 
that  this  tire  delivery  was  the  first  in  a  series  of 
arms  deals  that  formed  the  basis  for  the  Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise  quid  pro  quo  allegations.  In  fact,  the 
Task  Force  found  no  evidence  whatever  linking 
the  two  and,  further,  found  credible  documen¬ 
tary  170  and  testimonial  171  evidence  that  this 
deal  was  not  connected  to  the  fate  of  the  Amer¬ 
ican  hostages  in  any  fashion. 

In  sum,  therefore,  it  is  the  conclusion  of  the 
Task  Force  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the 
October  23,  1980  arms  delivery  described 
above  was  related  in  any  manner  to  the  Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise  quid  pro  quo  allegations. 

£.  Miscellaneous  Arms  Deals 


It  has  been  reported  that  shortly  after 
Reagan  was  sworn  in  as  President,  the  United 
States  sanctioned  the  shipment  of  arms  to  Iran 
through  a  variety  of  channels  172.  While  the 
Task  Force  was  unable  to  follow-up  on  all  of 
the  arms  transactions  involving  third-party  indi¬ 
viduals  and  Iran,  it  made  inquiry  into  several  it 
deemed  representative  in  an  effort  to  deter¬ 
mine  whether  any  fit  into  the  quid  pro  quo  sce¬ 
nario.  Each  is  dealt  with  below. 

1.  Allegation  by  William 
Herrmann 

As  described  more  fully  in  Section  VI,  Wil¬ 
liam  Herrmann  was  an  arms  dealer  throughout 
the  1980s.  Because  of  his  arms  dealings,  Herr¬ 
mann  testified,  he  was  in  a  position  to  know 
about  arms  transactions  involving  Iran  in  1980. 
He  gave  sworn  testimony  to  the  Task  Force  on 
this  knowledge. 


Herrmann  testified  that  he  became  aware  of 
NATO  arms  shipments  to  Iran  in  March  or 
April  of  1981.  173  At  that  time,  Herrmann  said, 
arms  were  shipped  to  Iran  primarily  from  Bel¬ 
gium,  through  Spain  and  Portugal,  and  some¬ 
times  through  Israel  and  Italy.  174  Herrmann  in¬ 
dicated  that,  while  many  individuals  were  in¬ 
volved  in  these  shipments,  he  knew  of  only  one 
by  name,  Armand  Donay.  175  Herrmann  testi¬ 
fied  that  he  was  introduced  to  an  unknown 
American  Army  colonel  assigned  to  NATO  in  a 
meeting  in  Donay’s  office  in  Liege,  Belgium  in 
March  or  April  of  1981.  176  Herrmann  said  that 
the  colonel  was  in  uniform,  but  was  not  wear¬ 
ing  his  name  tag,  and  that  he  never  learned  the 
officer’s  name.  Herrmann  testified  that  the 
American  colonel  provided  Donay  with  a  ship¬ 
ping  list  of  arms  sought  by  Iran.  177  Herrmann 
believed  that  the  Iranians  had  approached 
Donay  because  he  was  in  a  position  to  help  the 
Iranians  acquire  surplus  NATO  arms.  Accord¬ 
ing  to  Herrmann,  NATO  was  involved  in  ship¬ 
ping  spare  parts  and  tank  engines  to  Iran. 
When  asked  for  specific  information  on  these 
matters,  Herrmann  testified  as  follows: 

A:  I  will  define  that  a  little  bit.  At 
the  time,  the  German  government  was 
phasing  out  their  M-48  tanks  due  to 
the  fact  that  they  were  producing  their 
own,  and  they  had  a  tremendous 
amount  of  spare  parts  for  the  M-48 
tank  that  they  were  putting  in  the 
open  market,  or  more  or  less  the  open 
market. 

Q;  And  are  they  authorized  under 
NATO  rules  and  regulations  to  do 
that,  to  your  knowledge? 

A:  Only  with  the  permission  of  the 
United  States  government.  If  they 
were  American-manufactured,  with  the 
permission  of  the  United  States  gov¬ 
ernment,  And  that  is  where  the  colo¬ 
nel  came  in;  [that  he  would  authorize 
the  sales  of  this  kind  of  material].  178 

Herrmann  admitted,  however,  that  Donay 
had  no  authority  to  sell  M-48  spares  from 
German  stockpiles.  He  said  that  only  the 
German  Ministry  of  Defense  could  have  author¬ 
ized  such  a  sale,  and  only  then  with  formal  per¬ 
mission  from  the  United  States.  Herrmann  tes¬ 
tified  that,  notwithstanding  this,  he  is  con- 


vinced  that  Donay  had  the  implicit  agreement 
of  the  German  government  to  ship  excess  ma¬ 
terial,  to  Iran,  despite  the  arms  embargo  then 
in  effect.  Herrmann’s  testimony  follows: 

Q;  So  any  sales  of  arms  to  Iran  at 
this  point,  I  presume,  is  technically  in 
violation  of  the  embargo? 

A:  Technically,  yes,  yes. 

Q;  And  so  an  American  colonel,  who 
was  supposedly  authorizing  the  sale  of 
these  M-48  tank  engines,  or  anything 
else,  would  be  acting  in  contravention 
of  the  United  States-led  embargo; 
right? 

A:  Yes;  correct. 

Q:  And  Germany  would  be  acting  in 
contravention  of  the  terms  of  the  em¬ 
bargo? 

A:  Exactly.  Anyone  acquiring  this 
type  of  equipment  at  the  time  that 
Iran  and  Iraq  were  at  war  knows  that 
this  type  of  merchandise  only  goes  to 
Iran  due  to  the  fact  they  had  American 
equipment. 

Q:  Now,  is  what  you  are  saying  that 
notwithstanding  the  fact  of  the  embar¬ 
go,  that  this  stuff  that  Donay  was  of¬ 
fering  to  obtain  was  agreed  to  by  Ger¬ 
many  and  this  United  States  colonel 
on  behalf  of  the  United  States.179 

A:  Yes. 

Herrmann  testified  that  his  source  of  knowl¬ 
edge  on  this  point  was  Manuchehr  Ghorbani- 
far  180  but  could  offer  no  proof  of  Ghorbanifar’s 
statement  or  of  the  arms  deliveries  in  itself. 
Thus,  when  asked  to  elaborate  on  his  claim 
that  NATO  arms  were  being  shipped  to  Iran 
with  the  approval  of  the  United  States,  Herr¬ 
mann  could  only  surmise  that  someone  (un¬ 
known  and  unnamed)  in  the  Pentagon  sanc¬ 
tioned  these  transactions.  He  stated: 

A:  My  feeling  was  that  whatever  he 
[the  American  Colonel]  was  doing  was 
sanctioned  by  someone. 

♦  *  *  *  * 

Q:  But  I  am  asking  if  you  have  spe¬ 
cific  knowledge,  either  from  him  or 
someone  else  in  the  United  States  gov¬ 


ernment,  that  this  officer  received  that 
approval  from  some  superior. 

A:  No,  I  have  no  personal  knowl¬ 
edge  whatsoever  on  this.  181 

Absent  any  other  corroborating  evidence  and 
given  that  Herrmann’s  testimony  can  at  best  be 
characterized  as  rank  speculation,  the  Task 
Force  found  it  totally  unconvincing. 

Finally,  Herrmann  was  asked  whether  he  had 
any  information  linking  these  alleged  arms 
shipments  to  an  October  Surprise  quid  pro  quo. 
Herrmann  testified  that  it  was  his  belief  that  a 
hostage  deal  had  been  struck  prior  to  the  1980 
election.  He  added  that  this  was  not  only  his 
personal  belief,  but  the  belief  of  “other  people 
that  know  of  transactions  of  this  nature.’’  182 
The  Task  Force  asked  Herrmann  for  specific 
information  that  would  support  this  belief: 

Q;  .  .  .  I  presume  from  what  you 
have  told  me  that  you  are  saying  that 
this  came  from  this  October  meeting. 

Am  I  wrong  to  presume  that,  or  are 
you  assuming — 

A:  No,  this  is  correct. 

Q:  Are  you  assuming  it  from  any 
other  possible  meetings  or  any  other 
possible  contact  in  any  other  way? 

A:  No.  If  you  ask  yourself  the  ques¬ 
tion  why  would  the  hostages  be  re¬ 
leased  on  January  the  20th,  after 
Reagan  was  inaugurated,  having 
knowledge  of  merchandise  being 
shipped  from  NATO  warehouses 
shortly  thereafter,  the  assumption  is 
that  something  was  worked  out  prior 
to  the  election. 

*  ♦  *  *  * 

Q;  So  I  want  to  understand  your 
reasoning.  I  am  not  quarreling  with 
you,  but  just  trying  to  understand 
what  your  reasoning  is.  Your  reason- 
ing  goes  along  the  following  lines: 

First,  it  is  that  the  American  approv¬ 
als  for  the  sale  of  arms  in  violation  of 
the  embargo  was  done  because  there 
was  an  agreement  made  prior  to  that 
time  relating  to  the  hostages  in  ex¬ 
change  for  shipments  of  arms,  a  quid 


pro  quo ,  if  you  will,  between  the  release 
date  of  the  hostages  in  January  in 
favor  of  arms  to  be  shipped  to  Iran 
thereafter? 

A:  Correct.  183 

Again,  given  the  speculative  and  uncorrobor¬ 
ated  nature  of  Herrmann’s  statements,  the 
Task  Force  concludes  that  his  testimony  is  not 
credible  evidence  of  an  October  Surprise  arms- 
related  quid  pro  quo. 

2.  Allegation  by  William 
Northrop 

Northrop  is  a  businessman,  born  in  the 
United  States,  who  holds  Israeli  citizenship.  He 
was  indicted  in  1986  in  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York  for  Arms  Export  Control  Act 
(AECA)  violations.  184  The  fifty-one  count  in¬ 
dictment  alleged  that  thirteen  persons  and  six 
entities  engaged  in  a  series  of  five  conspiracies 
to  violate  the  AECA. 

William  Northrop  was  charged  in  two  of  the 
five  conspiracies  (counts  one  and  two).  Count 
one  charged  that  Mr.  Northrop  was  a  member 
of  the  “B.I.T.  Company  Arms  Deal”  in  which  it 
is  alleged  that  he,  along  with  Guriel  Eisenberg 
and  Rafael  Israel  Eisenberg,  among  others,  at¬ 
tempted  to  act  as  dealers,  for  the  sales  of  two 
missiles,  aircraft,  helicopter  engines  and  other 
articles  to  Iran.  The  second  count,  described  as 
“the  Dergo  Establishment  Arms  Deal,”  charged 
that  Mr.  Northrop  and  Abraham  Bar’Aam  acted 
as  dealers  for  the  illegal  sale  of  defense  articles 
to  Iran.  The  case  was  dismissed  after  the  rev¬ 
elations  regarding  the  Iran-Contra  affair  came 
to  light. 

In  November,  1988,  he  signed  a  sworn  affi¬ 
davit  in  the  case  of  Gary  Howard  and  Ronald 
Tucker  v.  United  States.  185  The  purpose  of  the  af¬ 
fidavit  was  to  assist  the  plaintiffs  in  their  at¬ 
tempt  to  prove  that  the  United  States  sanc¬ 
tioned  arms  sales  to  Iran  in  the  early  1980’s.  In 
the  affidavit,  Northrop  asserted  that  hundreds 
of  millions  of  dollars  of  military  equipment 
were  shipped  from  Israel  to  Iran.  This  equip¬ 
ment,  so  he  attested,  was  then  replenished  by 
the  United  States.  Largely,  as  a  consequences 
of  this  declaration,  Northrop  has  been  cited  as 
a  source  for  the  proposition  that  the  arms  ship¬ 
ments  about  which  his  affidavit  addressed  as 
well  as  others  were  part  of  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  quid  pro  quo . 


The  Task  Force  looked  into  Northrop’s  alle¬ 
gations.  At  the  outset  it  sought  to  ascertain  his 
bona  fides.  While  difficult,  several  points  struck 
the  Task  Force  as  indicative  of  the  problem  it 
would  have  in  relying  on  Northrop.  First,  Nor¬ 
throp  had  close  ties  to  Richard  Brenneke.  At 
Brenneke’s  perjury  trial  he  was  called  as  a  wit¬ 
ness  on  Brenneke’s  behalf.  During  his  direct 
examination,  186  he  testified  that  he  had  known 
Brenneke  for  about  twenty  years  and  that  he 
was  with  Brenneke  in  the  late  summer  of  1980 
in  Lehore,  Pakistan.  187  Unfortunately,  Bren¬ 
neke’s  credit  card  receipts  for  that  time  period 
conclusively  establish  that  Brenneke  never  trav¬ 
elled  to  Pakistan  in  the  summer  of  1980. 
Second,  Brenneke’s  handwritten  notes  from  his 
personal  calendar  188  reflect  a  call  from  a  Rich¬ 
ard  Ryan  indicating  that  a  man  named  Will 
Northrop  who  was  working  as  an  investigator 
for  an  Oklahoma  City  law  office  wanted  to 
speak  with  Brenneke.  The  clear  indication  from 
this  message  is  that  this  was  the  first  time  Nor¬ 
throp  was  introduced  to  Brenneke.  Finally, 
Northrop  has  described  himself  as  an  Israeli  in¬ 
telligence  operative.  The  government  of  Israel 
specifically  denied  any  such  association.  189 
Thus,  before  the  substance  of  his  affidavit  was 
addressed,  the  Task  Force  had  very  good 
reason  to  doubt  the  reliability  of  the  October 
Surprise  stories  related  to  Northrop. 

Regarding  the  specifics  of  the  affidavit,  one 
need  not  read  very  far  in  order  to  assess  the  ac¬ 
curacy  of  its  contents.  In  the  first  substantive 
paragraph  (paragraph  #2)  Northrop  asserts 
that  the  October  23,  1980  tire  deal  that  is  dis¬ 
cussed  at  length  in  this  chapter  was  approved 
of  by  the  United  States  following  a  meeting  be¬ 
tween  President  Carter  and  Prime  Minister 
Begin.  As  has  been  previously  established  by 
the  Task  Force,  this  assertion  is  patently  false. 
In  the  third  substantive  paragraph  (paragraph 
#4)  of  the  affidavit,  Northrop  asserts  that  Sec¬ 
retary  Haig,  after  meeting  with  Foreign  Minis¬ 
ter  Shamir  in  February,  1981,  specifically  au¬ 
thorized  Israel  to  ship  American-made  weapons 
to  Iran.  A  review  of  the  cable  traffic  between 
the  State  Department  and  Israel  (discussed  pre¬ 
viously),  as  well  as  the  contemporaneous  notes 
and  memoranda  of  the  participants  (also  dis¬ 
cussed  previously),  establish  that  no  green  light 
was  ever  given  for  the  shipment  of  American- 
made  weapons  between  Israel  and  Iran.  In  the 


next  substantive  paragraph  (paragraph  #5) 
Northrop  asserts  that  Israel  shipped  $7  million 
worth  of  American-made  C-130  aircraft  and 
communications  parts  to  Iran  190  in  March  1991 
and  that  the  United  States  in  the  person  of  its 
Israeli  Ambassador,  Samuel  Lewis,  advised 
Israel  that  the  equipment  shipped  could  be  re¬ 
plenished  from  American  stockpiles.  As  dis¬ 
cussed  elsewhere  in  this  chapter,  this  assertion 
is  likewise  false.  The  United  States  never  au¬ 
thorized  the  selling  of  American-made  equip¬ 
ment  between  Israel  and  Iran  and  at  no  time 
did  the  United  States  replenish  Israeli  stock¬ 
piles  for  equipment  allegedly  sold  to  Iran. 

Accordingly,  the  Task  Force  concludes  that 
Northrop’s  assertions  are  untrue  and  that  any 
reliance  upon  him  for  the  proposition  that 
arms  sales  between  Israel  and  Iran  after  Janu¬ 
ary  1981  were  part  of  an  October  Surprise  quid 
pro  quo  is  misplaced. 

3.  Allegation  by  Arif  Durrani 

Arif  Durrani  is  a  Pakistani  arms  dealer.  In 
Gary  Sick’s  October  Surprise ,  Durrani  related  in¬ 
formation  concerning  shipments  of  NATO  ma¬ 
terials  to  Iran.  According  to  Mr.  Sick,  Durrani 

claimed  that  documents  existed  in 
Belgium  that  indicated  a  substantial 
flow  of  arms  from  NATO  stocks  to 
Iran.  According  to  Durrani,  the  United 
States  later  replenished  these  stocks. 
Durrani  said  that  he  visited  NATO 
warehouses  in  Portugal,  where  he  in¬ 
spected  military  equipment  and  parts 
and  then  reported  his  findings  to  rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  Iranian  Revolution¬ 
ary  Guards,  who  were  waiting  for  him 
outside  the  NATO  base.  If  they  liked 
what  they  heard,  a  transaction  would 
be  set  in  motion. 

Durrani  recalled  that  orders  began 
to  show  up  at  his  company  and  else¬ 
where  for  certain  aircraft  parts  unique 
to  the  Iranian  F-4s  that  had  been  pur¬ 
chased  by  the  Shah.  These  tell-tale 
parts  were  initially  ordered  by  Israel, 
but  later  orders  were  received  from 
Turkey  as  well.  Durrani  also  recalled 
that  on  one  occasion  thirteen  Cobra 
helicopters  were  sold  to  Iran  from  a 
U.S.  base  in  Germany  and  were 
shipped  to  Iran  via  Zaire  for  cover. 


Other  sources  also  claimed  that  Zaire 
was  used  as  a  transit  point  to  launder 
arms  shipments  that  went  directly 
from  U.S.  sources  to  Iran  without 
passing  through  Israel.  191 

Preliminarily,  the  Task  Force  notes  that,  as 
discussed  in  Section  VII  of  this  report,  Durrani 
has  changed  his  story7  in  several  material  re¬ 
spects  in  detailing  his  information  of  alleged 
Madrid  meetings.  In  asking  Durrani  in  his  dep¬ 
osition  for  additional  information  concerning 
sales  of  NATO  stock  arms  to  Iran,  Durrani  re¬ 
lated  that  he  had  visited  NATO  bases  in  Portu¬ 
gal  and  Luxembourg  in  1985  and  1986.  While 
he  does  not  even  recall  where  the  NATO  base 
was  in  Luxembourg,  192  he  likewise  cannot 
recall  the  Portuguese  military  officials  who  es¬ 
corted  him  from  Lisbon  to  the  NATO  facility 
and  with  whom  he  did  business.  193  There  were 
never  any  Americans  present.  194  To  the  extent 
that  he  led  any  writers  to  believe  that  the 
United  States  government  replenished  reduced 
NATO  stock  shipped  to  Iran,  Durrani  alleged 
that  it  was  American  companies,  not  the  gov¬ 
ernment,  that  replenished  the  stocks.  195  Finally, 
while  Durrani  claims  to  have  seen  records  of 
sales  of  NATO  arms  to  Iran  from  1982-83,  196 
he  offered  absolutely  no  evidence  to  corrobo¬ 
rate  his  allegations.  Given  Durrani’s  suspect 
credibility,  the  Task  Force  can  give  no  weight 
to  his  unsupported,  uncorroborated  testimony. 
Accordingly,  the  Task  Force  finds  Durrani’s 
testimony  not  to  be  credible. 

F.  Conclusion 


What  can  fairly  be  said  by  studying  these 
miscellaneous  arms  deals  and  the  many  others 
that  surely  were  consummated  (if  one  accepts 
the  United  States  intelligence  community  as¬ 
sessment  that  Iran  was  purchasing  arms  in  the 
years  1980-1982  in  amounts  totalling  nearly  $2 
billion  annually,197)  is  that  during  the  period 
beginning  in  September,  1980  198  and  continu¬ 
ing  for  the  next  several  years,  Iran  was  very  ac¬ 
tively  engaged  in  a  worldwide  effort  to  secure 
the  arms  it  needed  to  sustain  its  revolution  and 
the  war  with  Iraq.  This  worldwide  weapons 
search  brought  to  the  forefront  a  diverse  array 
of  independent  arms  brokers  eager  to  cash  in 
on  this  lucrative  market  as  well  as  many  coun¬ 
tries  similarly  anxious  to  fill  the  void  created  by 


the  United  States  lead  weapons  embargo.  It  is 
not  surprising,  therefore,  that  some  of  these 
arms  shipments  would  be  argued  as  constitut¬ 
ing  the  October  Surprise  quid  pro  quo.  However, 
when  the  Task  Force  sought  evidence  substan¬ 
tiating  these  claims,  none  could  be  found.  The 
Task  Force  rejects  the  argument  that  the  ab¬ 
sence  of  evidence  is  proof  that  the  alleged 
event  occurred.  There  is  no  proof  that  the  rele¬ 
vant  evidence  was  destroyed. 

It  is  therefore  the  conclusion  of  the  Task 
Force  that  no  credible  evidence  exists  that  arms 
were  delivered  in  any  manner  as  to  constitute  a 
quid  pro  quo  for  the  delayed  release  of  the 
American  hostages. 
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143.  Jacques  Montanes  Interview  (Sept.  23.  1992)  at  1  (herein¬ 
after  “Montanes  Int."). 

144.  Arranging  for  transportation  meant  finding  the  proper 
aircraft  with  the  correct  payload,  range,  etc.  .  .  .  Montanes  Int. 
at  6. 

145.  According  to  a  memo  prepared  by  Montanes  upon  his 
return  to  France  that  detailed  this  deal  (hereinafter  Montanes 
Memo),  the  British  name  for  this  operation  was  Pharaoh  because 
the  engines  SICAM  was  to  receive  were  to  have  come  from  the 
Egy  ptian  Ministry  of  Defense.  Montanes’  memo,  translated  by  the 
Library  of  Congress’  Congressional  Research  Service  at  8  (here¬ 
inafter  “Montanes  Memo.”).  See  App.  at  916-933. 

146.  Montanes  Memo,  at  8. 

147.  Montanes  Memo,  at  9. 

148.  The  other  equipment  included:  M60  spare  parts  brought 
by  truck  and  supplied  by  the  DSDP  in  Milan;  a  sample  M48 
engine;  PRC77  batteries  for  radios  bought  in  Spain  from  Tudor; 
and  one  J60  Scorpio  engine.  Montanes  Memo,  at  9. 

149.  DeLoreilhe  managed  to  leave  Iran  after  four  months  and 
a  4-5  million  franc  ($150,000)  payment  to  the  Iranians  to  buy 
out  his  part  of  the  contract.  Montanes,  unable  to  raise  that 
amount  of  money,  remained  in  Iran  for  nine  months  until  the 
terms  of  the  deal  were  eventually  fulfilled.  Montanes  exited  Iran 
in  June,  1981.  Montanes  Int.  at  9  and  12. 

150.  The  original  supplier  of  the  engines  was  a  company  by 
the  name  of  SICAM.  SICAM  was  said  to  have  arranged  to  obtain 
the  Scorpio  engines  by  diverting  them  from  the  Egyptian  Minis¬ 
try  of  Defense.  When  SICAM  couldn’t  immediately  fulfill  the 
terms  of  the  contract  an  additional  arms  dealer  was  brought  in, 
Horst  Van  Hajik,  to  complete  the  terms  of  the  original  contract. 
Ultimately.  SICAM  and  Von  Hajik  working  in  concert  with  an¬ 
other  arms  dealer,  Ian  Smalley,  were  able  to  fulfill  the  terms  of 
the  contract  in  May,  1981.  Montanes  Memo,  at  6. 

151.  The  Montanes  memo  indicated  that  Von  Hajik  was  able  to 
obtain  the  engines  with  the  “assistance"  of  a  Mr.  Lee  at  the  Brit¬ 
ish  Defense  Ministry.  Montanes  Memo,  at  10. 

152.  Montanes  Int.  at  26. 

153.  Montanes  Int.  at  26-27. 

154.  Id  at  29. 

155.  Montanes  Int.  at  29-30. 

156.  Heidari  was  interviewed  on  Sept.  28,  1992  in  Cannes, 
France  and  again  on  Nov.  19,  1992  in  Paris  (hereinafter  “Hei¬ 
dari”  Sept.  28  Int.  or  “Heidari  Nov.  19  Int.”). 

157.  Heidari  was  vague  on  the  dates  of  this  contact.  Heidari 
Sept.  28  Int.  at  1. 

158.  Heidari  Sept.  28  Int.  at  1. 

159.  Count  de  Marenches  denied  any  such  contact  with  Hei¬ 
dari.  Indeed,  he  denied  ever  meeting  or  speaking  to  Heidari  in 
his  life,  de  Marenches  Int.  at  1 . 

160.  Heidari  Oct.  14  Int.  at  2. 

161.  Heidari  Sept.  28  Int.  at  2. 

162.  Heidari  breaks  down  his  dealings  with  SETI  into  two  dis¬ 
tinct  components,  whereas  Montanes  sees  this  as  one  singular 
deal  with  two  parts — a  distinction  with  no  substantive  signifi¬ 
cance. 


163.  De  Loreilhe  and  Montanes  wanted  to  leave  Iran  when  it 
became  apparent  to  them  they  would  be  unable  to  deliver  the 
tank  engines.  The  Iranian  government  refused  to  permit  their 
exit  unless  they  reimbursed  Iran  for  their  profit  on  the  sale  of  the 
batteries,  tires,  and  spare  parts.  De  Loreilhe  provided  a  guaran¬ 
tee  to  the  central  Bank  of  Iran,  through  Banc  Pays  Pas,  in  an  un¬ 
known  amount.  He  then  left  the  country.  Montanes  had  insuffi¬ 
cient  resources  to  post  a  similar  surety.  The  Iranians  refused  to 
permit  Montanes  to  leave.  Another  reason  they  did  so  was  to 
assure  the  bank  guarantee  provided  by  DeLoreilhe  was  sufficient, 
in  view  of  the  fact  it  was  not  supported  by  money  but  by  shares 
in  a  corporation. 

DeLoreilhe  sought  to  meet  with  Heidari  after  he  returned  to 
Paris  from  Tehran.  DeLoreilhe  came  to  a  meeting  with  three 
body  guards  and  demanded  the  $100,000  guarantee  he  was 
forced  to  post  in  Tehran  in  order  to  return  to  France.  Heidari 
refused  to  compensate  him.  A  fight  erupted  between  DeLor- 
eilhe’s  body  guards  and  Heidari’s  men  which  included  shooting, 
police  response  and  news  coverage.  Heidari  Int.  at  2. 

164.  Id.  at  2. 

165.  Id  at  5.  Iran  purchased  one  M-60  Tank  from  Spain  ac¬ 
cording  to  Heidari  and  did  not  acquire  American  made  equip¬ 
ment  from  any  other  country.  Id. 

166.  Id.  at  4.  See  discussion,  supra,  for  Heidari’s  comments  on 
secret  meetings  in  Europe  regarding  the  hostages. 

167.  Id.  at  6. 

168.  See,  e.g.,  the  telex  introducing  SETI  representatives  to 
French  military'  personnel  dated  Oct.  18,  1980.  This  telex  was 
shown  to  the  personal  assistant  of  General  Lacaze.  He.  in  turn, 
showed  it  to  the  General,  who  denied  having  received  it  or  any 
knowledge  of  its  contents.  Interview  with  Charles  Sebe,  Assistant 
to  General  Lacaze  (Sept.  25,  1992)  at  1.  The  telex  itself  is  at¬ 
tached  at  App.  at  934-935. 

169.  See  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  110. 

170.  GOI  Report  at  20  (24-027).  See  App.  at  500-563. 

171.  See  Testimony  of  Faulques,  Gaudinal,  Heidari  and  Mon¬ 
tanes  set  forth  above  and  the  sworn  statements  of  Ambassador 
Samuel  Lewis  in  which  he  noted  that  he  thought  that  it  would 
have  been  antithetical  to  Begin’s  nature  to  have  engaged  in  such 
treachery  and  far  too  dangerous  a  gambit  for  too  little  return.  He 
concluded  that  it  would  “be  politically  devastating  to  Israel’s  in¬ 
terests  in  the  United  States,  to  its  support  in  Congress,  it’s  whole 
basis  as  an  American  ally  could  be  destroyed  if  Begin  were  found 
to  be  conspiring  with  the  Republicans  to  influence  our  election.” 
Lewis  Int.  at  10-11. 

172.  See  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  197-203. 

173.  Deposition  of  William  Herrmann  (Nov.  10,  1992)  at  65 
(hereinafter  “Herrmann  Dep.”). 

174.  Id  at  65. 

175.  Armand  Donay  is  a  well  documented  arms  trafficker  who 
is  widely  known  throughout  the  arms  trading  community.  Task 


Force  counsel  sought  to  locate  and  interview  him.  but  were  not 
able  to  locate  him  in  Liege  or  elsewhere. 

176.  Id.  at  66. 

177.  Id.  at  67. 

178.  Herrmann  Dep.  at  68-69. 

179.  Id  at  73. 

180.  Id.  at  73-75. 

181.  Id  at  79-80. 

182.  Id.  at  80.  Herrmann  provided  no  information  as  to  who 
these  “others”  may  have  been. 

183.  Herrmann  Dep.  at  81-82. 

184.  Indictment,  U.S.  v.  Evans,  No.  SSSS  86  Cr.  384  (LBS) 
(1986).  See  App.  at  936-974. 

185.  A  civil  lawsuit  brought  for  commissions  alleged  to  be 
owed  the  plaintiffs  for  their  work  for  the  United  States  Customs 
Service.  See  App.  at  975-978. 

186.  U.S.  v.  Richard  Brenneke,  Cr.  No.  89-198  (D.Or.  April  27, 
1990)  at  329-330.  See  App.  at  979-980. 

187.  Id.  at  336. 

188.  Brenneke  Calendar.  1987,  page  dated  5/20/87.  See  App. 
at  981. 

189.  GOI  Report  at  24-046.  In  the  GOI  interview  conducted 
of  William  Northrop  at  the  request  of  the  Task  Force,  Northrop 
slates  the  following:  (1)  he  never  served  in  the  Israeli  Defense 
Forces,  therefore  any  reports  regarding  his  senior  military  rank  is 
incorrect;  (2)  as  far  as  is  known  to  him,  Israel  was  not  involved  in 
the  subject  of  the  October  Surprise.  Israel’s  name  was  brought 
into  the  matter  by  Ari  Ben-Menashe.  Ben-Menashe  contacted 
Northrop  but  he  did  not  see  fit  to  meet  with  him.  Northrop  re¬ 
fused  to  meet  with  Ben-Menashe  because  he  doubted  the  truth¬ 
fulness  of  his  version  of  the  events;  (3)  he  knows  the  names  Ian 
Smalley  and  Andreas  Jenni  but  has  never  met  either  of  them;  and 
(4)  he  was  not  connected  during  the  1980-1982  time  period  with 
any  Israeli  activity  relating  to  the  October  Surprise  allegations. 

190.  In  the  GOI  Report  at  page  24033,  Israel  states  that 
dunng  the  month  of  March.  1981  it  sold  $1.2  million  worth  of 
106  mm  recoilless  rifles  to  Iran.  Nothing  else  was  shipped  in 
March.  1981. 

191.  G.  Sick,  October  Surprise  at  202-203. 

192.  Arif  Durrani  Deposition  (Sept.  30,  1992)  at  101. 

193.  Id.  at  102. 

194.  Id.  at  104. 

195.  Id.  at  107. 

196.  id.  at  106. 

197.  The  Task  Force  found  no  reason  whatsoever  to  doubt  this 
assessment  from  its  review  of  the  Defense  and  State  Department 
documents  summarized  in  this  chapter. 

198.  In  September,  1980  Iraq  invaded  Iran,  setting  off  a  des¬ 
perate  search  for  military  equipment  and  spare  parts  by  the  Irani¬ 
an  government. 


XI.  Actions  Taken  To  Keep  Alleged 
Actions  From  Being  Revealed  To  The 

American  People 


H.  Res.  258  Section  1(e):  Any  ac¬ 
tions  taken  to  keep  communications  or 
actions  described  above,  if  any  such 
communications  or  actions  took  place, 
from  being  revealed  to  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  the  United  States  or  the 
American  people. 

The  only  October  Surprise  related  allega¬ 
tions  that  could  be  covered  by  this  section  of 
the  mandate  are  those  concerning  several  gov¬ 
ernmental  actions  by  the  Reagan  administration 
regarding  Cyrus  Hashemi.  It  has  been  alleged 
that  these  actions  were  taken  either  to  compen¬ 
sate  Hashemi  for  his  role  in  assisting  the 
Reagan  campaign  in  delaying  the  release  of  the 
hostages  or  as  part  of  a  “cover  up”  designed  to 
prevent  him  from  revealing  the  role  of  key 
Reagan  officials  in  such  a  delay.  These  allega¬ 
tions  concern  the  termination  of  the  FBI  elec¬ 
tronic  surveillance  of  Hashemi  and  the  report¬ 
ed  “tip  off”  that  he  was  about  to  be  indicted 
for  arms  trafficking  which  led  him  to  stay 
abroad  to  avoid  arrest  by  U.S.  officials.  It  has 
also  been  alleged  that  Hashemi* s  death  was 
caused  by  a  wide  variety  of  people  or  groups 
including  agents  of  the  United  States  govern¬ 
ment.  The  Task  Force  has  investigated  these 
incidents  and  finds  no  credible  evidence  to 
support  those  claims. 

A.  Termination  of  the  FISA 
Surveillance 

It  has  been  suggested  that  electronic  surveil¬ 
lance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  by  the  FBI  was  prema¬ 
turely  terminated  by  the  Reagan  administration 
to  prevent  Hashemi’s  assistance  to  the  Reagan 


campaign  in  delaying  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages  from  becoming  known  by  “killing  the 
case”  against  him.1  The  Task  Force  has  re¬ 
viewed  FBI,  CIA,  and  Department  of  State  files 
regarding  the  termination  of  the  surveillance 
and  determined  that  discontinuation  of  the  sur¬ 
veillance  was  sought  prior  to  the  Reagan  Ad¬ 
ministration  taking  office  and  for  reasons  unre¬ 
lated  to  any  assistance  in  delaying  the  release 
of  the  hostages. 

The  surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  was  au¬ 
thorized  under  the  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveil¬ 
lance  Act  (FISA)  for  purposes  of  investigating 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  role  in  Iranian  intelligence  ac¬ 
tivities  and  the  assassination  of  Ali  Akbar  Taba- 
tabai,  a  former  Iranian  diplomat.2  In  November 
1980,  the  New  York  office  of  the  FBI  recom¬ 
mended  to  the  FBI  Director  that  the  electronic 
surveillance  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  be  discontinued 
because  it  had  not  yielded  any  evidence  of  Ha¬ 
shemi’s  involvement  in  the  assassination.3  In 
addition,  the  New  York  office  was  concerned 
that  the  surveillance  was  draining  resources 
and  manpower.4 

Although  the  FISA  had  not  revealed  any  evi¬ 
dence  related  to  the  assassination,  it  had  re¬ 
vealed  that  Hashemi  was  engaged  in  other  for¬ 
eign  intelligence  activities,  particularly  military 
spare  parts  procurement  on  behalf  of  Iran.5  In 
addition,  the  government  had  developed  an  in¬ 
terest  in  assessing  Hashemi’s  motives  and 
truthfulness  in  his  actions  as  an  intermediary 
with  the  Khomeini  government  to  facilitate  the 
release  of  the  hostages.6  On  the  basis  of  this  in¬ 
formation,  the  FBI  sought  and  received  a  90- 
day  extension  of  the  authority  for  the  FISA  sur¬ 
veillance  on  November  23,  1980. 7 


On  January  22,  1981,  two  days  after  the  hos¬ 
tages  were  released,  the  FBI  New  York  office 
again  requested  authority  from  the  FBI  Direc¬ 
tor  to  discontinue  the  surveillance  because  it 
believed  that,  in  light  of  the  release  of  the  hos¬ 
tages,  no  further  investigative  purpose  would 
be  served  by  continuing  the  surveillance.8  FBI 
headquarters  surveyed  the  relevant  executive 
branch  agencies  to  seek  their  concurrence  on 
this  decision  and  found  no  objection.9  The  Di¬ 
rector  responded  to  the  New  York  office  with 
the  direction  that  the  FISA  surveillance  should 
be  discontinued. 10  The  surveillance  was  discon¬ 
tinued  on  February  12,  1981,  11  days  prior  to 
expiration  of  its  scheduled  expiration  on  Feb¬ 
ruary  23,  1981. 

The  documentation  reveals  that  the  surveil¬ 
lance  was  terminated  because  the  hostages  had 
been  returned  and  would  likely  have  been  ter¬ 
minated  earlier  had  it  not  been  for  Hashemi’s 
role  as  an  intermediary  between  the  United 
States  and  Khomeini  governments.  In  addition, 
it  is  clear  that  the  termination  was  initiated 
before  the  Reagan  Administration  had  any 
meaningful  bureaucratic  control  over  investiga¬ 
tive  decisions  within  the  FBI,  Department  of 
State  or  CIA.  In  particular,  the  Task  Force  be¬ 
lieves  it  is  significant  that  termination  process 
was  initiated  only  two  days  after  President 
Reagan  was  sworn  in  as  President  and  5  days 
before  William  Casey  became  Director  of  Cen¬ 
tral  Intelligence.  More  importantly,  there  is  no 
evidence  to  indicate  that  the  termination  of  the 
FISA  was  in  any  way  related  to  Casey  or  any  al¬ 
leged  activities  of  the  Reagan  campaign  to 
delay  the  release  of  the  hostages.  Rather,  the 
decision  was  based  on  legal  and  law  enforce¬ 
ment  considerations  having  nothing  to  do  with 
Reagan  administration  efforts  to  “kill  the  case” 
against  Hashemi. 

B.  The  Alleged  "Tip  Off’ 
which  Enabled  Cyrus 
Hashemi  to  Evade  Process  in  . 
a  Foreign  Country 

During  the  course  of  the  FBI  surveillance, 
the  FBI  learned  that  Hashemi  and  his  associ¬ 
ates  were  conducting  arms  sales  to  Iran  in  vio¬ 
lation  of  the  arms  embargo.  The  FBI  notified 


the  United  States  Customs  Service,  which  has 
law  enforcement  jurisdiction  over  illegal  arms 
sales,  that  it  had  developed  evidence  of  crimi¬ 
nal  conduct  by  Cyrus  Hashemi,  Jamshid  Ha¬ 
shemi,  Reza  Hashemi  and  others.11  Because  of 
Hashemi’s  assistance  to  the  State  Department 
in  attempting  to  facilitate  the  release  of  the 
hostages,  it  was  agreed  that  no  active  investiga¬ 
tion  would  be  initiated  until  after  the  hostages 
were  released.12 

Following  an  investigation  by  the  FBI  and 
the  United  States  Customs  Service,  a  sealed  in¬ 
dictment  alleging  that  the  Hashemis  and  their 
associates  engaged  in  illegal  arms  sales  to  Iran 
was  returned  against  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  his 
arrest  scheduled  for  May  16,  1984,  on  which 
date  he  was  scheduled  to  arrive  back  in  the 
United  States  from  London.  Hashemi,  however, 
did  not  return  to  the  United  States  as  sched¬ 
uled.13 

Hashemi  and  his  counsel  were  aware  that  a 
grand  jury  investigation  was  being  conducted 
and  his  counsel  had  requested  an  opportunity 
to  present  their  version  of  events  to  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice.  14  The  Criminal  Division  of 
the  Department  of  Justice  would  not  discuss 
the  case  with  Hashemi’s  counsel  at  that  time, 
but  promised  that  they  would  give  them  an  op¬ 
portunity  to  be  heard  before  any  indictments 
were  returned.15'16  Apparently,  when  his  attor¬ 
neys  received  an  invitation  to  meet  with  De¬ 
partment  of  Justice  officials  several  months 
later,  Hashemi  interpreted  it  as  a  sign  that  the 
indictment  was  imminent  and  chose  to  stay 
abroad.17  CIA  officials  testified  to  the  Task 
Force  that  they  had  no  knowledge  of  anyone  in 
the  CIA  “tipping  off’  Hashemi.18 

Cyrus  Hashemi’s  wife  also  testified  to  the 
Task  Force  that,  after  she  learned  that  her 
brother-in-law  Reza  Hashemi  had  been  arrest¬ 
ed,  she  warned  her  husband  by  telephone  not 
to  return  to  the  United  States.19,20 

The  Task  Force  has  found  no  evidence  to  in¬ 
dicate  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  received  notice  of 
an  anticipated  indictment  other  than  from  his 
attorney  or  that  the  notice  provided  to  his  at¬ 
torney  was  unusual. 


C.  Efforts  to  Dismiss  the 
Case  Against  Hashemi 


1.  Gray  Mail  Efforts  by  Hashemi’s 
Counsel 

Once  they  learned  that  Cyrus  Hashemi  was 
under  investigation,  he  and  his  counsel  at¬ 
tempted  to  convince  the  government  to  drop 
the  case  against  him  in  order  to  prevent  him 
from  revealing  classified  information  presum¬ 
ably  related  to  his  activities  CIA  activities  in 
1979  and  1980  to  support  Iranian  presidential 
candidate  Madani. 21,22 

On  January  26,  1982,  CIA  officials,  upon 
consultation  with  Director  Casey,  concluded 
that  the  agency  would  not  object  to  the  pros¬ 
ecution  of  Hashemi  even  at  the  risk  of  exposing 
the  agency  role  in  supporting  Madani.23  Shortly 
thereafter,  however,  the  State  Department  indi¬ 
cated  that  it  would  object  to  the  prosecution 
because  of  the  risk  that  the  Madani  operation 
and  Cyrus  Hashemi’s  role  as  an  unofficial  chan¬ 
nel  during  the  1980  hostage  crisis  would  be 
disclosed.24  On  January  28,  1982,  officials  of 
the  Department  of  Justice,  Department  of  State 
and  the  CIA  met  to  discuss  their  various  posi¬ 
tions  regarding  the  prosecution  of  Hashemi.25 
At  that  meeting,  the  CIA  reiterated  its  position 
but  stated  that  it  would  not  oppose  the  State 
Department’s  decision  to  oppose  the  prosecu¬ 
tion.26 

Throughout  this  period  and  for  the  next  two 
years,  the  Department  of  Justice  actively  debat¬ 
ed  the  legal  intricacies  of  using  evidence  gath¬ 
ered  in  a  Foreign  Intelligence  Surveillance  Act 
intercept  for  a  criminal  prosecution.  Since  this 
was  one  of  the  first  times  this  legal  issue  arose, 
there  was  no  precedent  to  guide  them.  Mean¬ 
while  the  United  States  Attorneys  Office  for  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York  continued  to 
prepare  its  case  without  interruption. 

In  February  1984,  one  of  Cyrus  Hashemi’s 
attorneys,  Elliott  Richardson,  requested  a  meet¬ 
ing  with  CIA  officials  in  efforts  to  persuade 
them  to  intercede  to  prevent  the  prosecution  of 
Hashemi.27,28  At  the  meeting,  Richardson  out¬ 
lined  Hashemi’s  activities  to  assist  in  the  elec¬ 
tion  efforts  of  Madani.29  Richardson  also  stated 
that  the  State  Department  had  been  aware  of 
Hashemi’s  “technical”  violations  of  the  arms 
embargo  but  had  informed  Hashemi  that  any 


Department  of  Justice  investigation  had  been 
discontinued.30  Richardson  claimed  that  be¬ 
cause  Hashemi  was  very  wealthy  and  only  made 
a  small  profit  on  the  arms  transactions,  the  ob¬ 
vious  conclusion  was  that  he  had  engaged  in 
the  arms  transactions  to  maintain  his  pattern  of 
good  relations  with  the  Iranians  in  order  to  fa¬ 
cilitate  his  CIA  activities.31  Richardson  stated 
that  Hashemi  would  be  forced  to  reveal  the  full 
extent  of  that  CIA  relationship  in  order  to 
present  a  complete  defense.32 

At  the  meeting,  Richardson  implied  that  Ha¬ 
shemi  had  a  limited  previous  relationship  with 
William  Casey  which  involved  the  purchase  of  a 
building  in  1979,  but  did  not  mention  or  allude 
that  Cyrus  Hashemi  had  a  relationship  with 
Casey  related  to  the  1980  hostage  situation.33 
Lee  Strickland,  a  CIA  official  who  attended  the 
meeting  recalls  that  it  was  made  clear  to  Mr. 
Richardson  at  the  conclusion  of  the  meeting 
that  the  agency  would  not  interfere  with  the 
prosecution.34 

Following  the  meeting,  the  CIA  officials  met 
and  decided  that  the  agency  would  not  inter¬ 
fere  in  the  prosecution  of  Hashemi.35  Casey 
was  aware  of  and  agreed  with  the  decision  that 
the  CIA  would  not  assist  Hashemi.36  CIA  offi¬ 
cials  informed  the  Department  of  Justice  that 
they  would  take  no  action  to  interfere  with  the 
ongoing  prosecution.37 

At  no  time  during  the  course  of  his  efforts  to 
graymail  the  government  did  Hashemi  or  his 
counsel  mention  that  he  could  reveal  that  he 
had  participated  in  a  secret  deal  with  William 
Casey  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages.38 
The  Task  Force  has  found  the  testimony  of  the 
CIA  and  DOJ  personnel  to  be  credible  and 
fully  consistent  with  contemporaneous  docu¬ 
mentary  evidence  that  the  CIA  and  William 
Casey,  in  particular,  did  not  intercede  to  assist 
Hashemi  and,  in  fact,  declined  to  do  so  when 
given  an  opportunity  by  the  Department  of  Jus¬ 
tice. 

2.  Efforts  to  Dismiss  the  Case 
Against  Hashemi  in  Exchange  for 
Future  Assistance  to  the  CIA 

In  October  1983,  John  Shaheen  approached 
Director  Casey  and  suggested  that  the  CIA  uti¬ 
lize  the  services  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  to  provide 
future  assistance  to  the  CIA.39  Shaheen  claimed 


that  he  was  unaware  that  Hashemi  was  under 
investigation  by  federal  law  enforcement  agen¬ 
cies  at  the  time.40  The  CIA  notified  the  FBI  of 
Shaheen’s  inquiries  and,  in  March  1984,  the 
FBI  interviewed  Shaheen  and  asked  him, 
among  other  things,  about  his  contacts  with 
Hashemi  and  Casey.41  Shaheen  continued  to 
make  contact  with  the  CIA  to  encourage  them 
to  utilize  Hashemi  but  was  eventually  informed 
that  Hashemi  was  “off  limits.”  42 
On  March  2,  1984,  Elliott  Richardson  called 
the  CIA  Chief  of  the  Near  East  Division  and  re¬ 
lated  that  he  had  spoken  with  William  Casey  to 
inquire  whether  the  agency  would  be  interested 
in  utilizing  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  the  future.43  The 
Near  East  Chief  stated  that  he  would  not  turn 
away  any  information  which  would  be  of  use  to 
the  United  States.44  However,  the  CIA  official 
stated  that  there  would  not  be  any  “quid  pro 
quo”  for  any  future  assistance  but  they  would 
let  the  “matter  run  its  course.”  45 

On  June  14,  1984,  Casey  met  with  his  gener¬ 
al  counsel  Stanley  Sporkin  and  other  CIA  offi¬ 
cials  to  discuss  a  telephone  call  that  Casey  had 
received  from  Shaheen  in  which  Shaheen  told 
Casey  that  Hashemi  had  called  from  London  to 
say  that  he  had  information  on  Iran  to  pass  on 
to  the  CIA.46  At  this  meeting  it  was  decided  by 
Director  Casey  that  the  agency  would  not  re¬ 
ceive  information  from  or  be  in  contact  with 
Hashemi  because  of  the  fact  that  he  remained 
outside  the  United  States  to  evade  the  indict¬ 
ment  pending  against  him.47  In  the  presence  of 
General  Counsel  Sporkin  and  the  other  senior 
officials,  Director  Casey  called  Shaheen  and  in¬ 
formed  him  that  the  agency  wanted  nothing  to 
do  with  the  Hashemis.48  A  few  minutes  later, 
Shaheen  called  Casey  back  to  apparently  assure 
Casey  that  he,  Shaheen,  had  not  mentioned  the 
Director’s  name  to  Hashemi.  Casey,  in  the 
presence  of  General  Counsel  Sporkin,  told  Sha¬ 
heen  that  he  did  not  care  if  Shaheen  had  men¬ 
tioned  Casey’s  name,  but  that  he  did  not  want 
the  agency  involved  in  the  Hashemi  brothers’ 
problems  with  the  Department  of  Justice  and 
did  not  want  to  discuss  the  matter  further.49 

Although  he  had  previously  been  told  that 
Hashemi  was  “off  limits”  and  would  not  be 
used  by  the  CIA  to  provide  assistance,  CIA 
documents  indicated  that  John  Shaheen  again 
called  the  CIA  Deputy  Near  East  Division  Chief 
on  July  13,  1985. 50  On  that  occasion,  Shaheen 
apparently  proposed  that  Hashemi  could  assist 


the  CIA  in  efforts  to  facilitate  the  release  of  the 
American  hostages  then  being  held  in  Leba¬ 
non.51  At  that  point,  Hashemi  had  apparently 
provided  the  CIA  helpful  information  regard¬ 
ing  kidnapped  CIA  officer  William  Buckley  and 
certain  other  American  hostages  in  Lebanon.52 

Documents  recording  the  July  1985  contact 
by  Shaheen  indicate  that  Hashemi,  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  the  State  Department,  had  agreed  to 
set  up  a  meeting  between  West  German  and 
Iranian  officials  in  connection  with  the  Leba¬ 
nese  hostages  but  did  not  want  to  do  so  with¬ 
out  assurances  that  his  criminal  case  would  be 
dismissed.53  The  CIA  took  the  position  that  no 
discussion  of  intervention  in  Hashemi’s  legal 
problems  would  take  place  until  after  the  meet¬ 
ing  took  place  in  West  Germany.54  This  posi¬ 
tion  was  repeated  to  Hashemi’s  counsel,  Elliot 
Richardson,  on  the  following  day.55  Subse¬ 
quently,  Richardson  telephoned  Casey  directly 
for  greater  assurances.  Casey  declined  to  speak 
with  Richardson  directly  and  instructed  the  call 
be  returned  by  the  Deputy  Chief  of  the  Near 
East  Division  who  informed  Richardson  that 
the  CIA’s  position  had  not  changed.56  Hashemi 
apparently  agreed  to  set  up  the  meeting  with¬ 
out  receiving  prior  assurances  of  CIA  interven¬ 
tion  on  his  behalf.57 

3.  Hashemi’s  Assistance  to  the 
Customs  Service 

In  late  1985,  the  Customs  Service  sought  to 
use  Cyrus  Hashemi,  who  was  still  living  outside 
the  United  States,  as  an  undercover  operative.58 
The  Customs  Service  used  Hashemi  to  pursue 
arms  dealers  who  were  violating  United  States 
law  both  here  and  overseas.  In  April  1986,  the 
United  States  Attorney’s  Office  for  the  South¬ 
ern  District  of  New  York  and  the  Customs 
Service  announced  the  indictment  of  17  arms 
traffickers  who  were  referred  to  as  the  “Mer¬ 
chants  of  Death.”  59 

The  previous  month,  on  March  26,  1986, 
Hashemi  had  returned  to  the  United  States  and 
entered  a  “Not  Guilty”  plea  in  the  pending 
case  against  him  and  was  released  on  bond. 
Cyrus  Hashemi  died  before  he  could  be 
brought  to  trial. 

Because  the  Customs  Service  refused  to  pro¬ 
vide  the  Task  Force  access  to  its  files  on  the 
Hashemi  assistance  in  the  “Merchants  of 
Death”  case,  it  is  somewhat  unclear  to  what 


extent  they  assisted  him  with  his  pending  case 
or  what  the  course  of  the  prosecution  might 
have  been  had  Cyrus  Hashemi  lived.  However, 
it  is,  nevertheless,  clear  that  while  Hashemi  did 
assist  the  Customs  Service  in  an  undercover  ca¬ 
pacity,  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  obtained 
any  special  treatment  in  the  handling  of  his 
case. 

D.  Death  of  Cyrus  Hashemi 

One  of  the  recurring  areas  of  speculation  in 
the  “October  Surprise”  story  concerns  the 
death  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  in  July  1986.  Hashemi 
died  in  London  after  a  very  brief  hospitaliza¬ 
tion  from  acute  myeloblastic  leukemia.  Because 
of  his  role  as  an  informant  in  a  1985-1986 
United  States  Customs  arms  “sting”  operation 
and  because  of  the  assertions  of  his  involve¬ 
ment  in  the  “October  Surprise”  allegations, 
many  questions  were  raised  about  his  death. 
Houshang  Lavi  actually  claimed  that  Hashemi 
had  been  assassinated  by  United  States  govern¬ 
ment  agencies  60 — a  charge  that  was  thoroughly 
investigated  by  the  United  States  Customs 
Service.  Ari  Ben-Menashe  joined  the  claim  by 
alleging  that  Special  Agent  Joseph  King  of  the 
United  States  Customs  Service  was  the  last  man 
to  leave  Hashemi’s  London  apartment.61 

In  early  1987,  Houshang  Lavi  began  telling 
various  news  organizations  that  he  believed 
Cyrus  Hashemi’s  death  was  the  result  of  foul 
play  and  that  Special  Agent  Joseph  King  of  the 
United  States  Customs  Service  had  made  state¬ 
ments  to  Lavi  indicating  that  United  States 
Customs  agents  were  either  involved  in,  or 
knowledgeable  about,  the  circumstances  of  Ha¬ 
shemi’s  death.  Lavi  initially  claimed  that  he  had 
these  conversations  with  Special  Agent  King  on 
tape,  but  was  unable  to  produce  the  tapes,  later 
saying  that  he  had,  in  fact,  not  recorded  the 
conversations. 

On  March  30,  1987  Lavi  was  interviewed 
under  oath  by  Senior  Special  Agents  of  the 
United  States  Customs  Service  Office  of  Inter¬ 
nal  Affairs  at  his  home  in  Plainview,  New  York. 
Lavi  explained  to  the  agents  about  his  back¬ 
ground  with  the  United  States  Customs  Service 
generally  and  his  association  with  Special  Agent 
King  specifically.  He  said  that  he  had  provided 
Agent  King  with  information  concerning  arms 
shipments  in  return  for  cash  payments.62  Lavi 
also  told  the  agents  that  he  was  “expecting  to 


receive  $25,000”  from  King  as  a  result  of  as¬ 
sistance  he  had  provided,  but  had  not  received 
it.63 

Lavi  told  the  agents  that  he  first  met  Cyrus 
Hashemi  about  a  year  or  two  earlier  when 
Agent  King  called  Lavi  in  Las  Vegas  and  “told 
me  that  he  needed  me  to  come  to  New  York. 
That’s  the  time  that  I  met  Dr.  Hashemi.”  64  He 
went  on  to  state  that  he  did  not  have  any  pri¬ 
vate  conversation  with  Hashemi  and  was  not 
aware  of  the  relationship  Hashemi  had  with 
Agent  King.65 

Lavi  told  the  Internal  Affairs  Agents  that  he 
was  not  alleging  in  any  way  that  Agent  King 
was  responsible  for  the  death  of  Hashemi,  only 
that  King  had  told  him  that.66  Lavi  went  on  to 
explain  to  the  Internal  Affairs  Agents  his  per¬ 
sonal  opinion  of  Agent  King  as  a  “sleak”  “am¬ 
bitious”  agent  who  “uses  you.”  67 

One  of  the  Internal  Affairs  agents  contacted 
Lavi  again  on  June  26,  1987.  He  generally  reit¬ 
erated  his  allegations  and  indicated  that  he 
would  provide  some  proof  the  following  week. 
That  proof  was  never  forthcoming.  He  also 
again  reiterated  his  view  that  the  United  States 
Customs  Service  owed  him  $25,000  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  his  assistance  to  them.68 

Special  Agent  King  was  interviewed  by  senior 
Special  Agents  of  the  Office  of  Internal  Affairs 
on  July  9,  1987.  He  indicated  under  oath  that 
he  had  known  Lavi  for  a  number  of  years. 
Agent  King  indicated  that  he  utilized  Lavi  for  a 
“walk-on”  role  in  an  undercover  capacity  and 
that  he  introduced  Lavi  to  Cyrus  Hashemi,  who 
was  also  cooperating  in  the  investigation,  in 
early  1986.  King  indicated  that  because  of  Ha¬ 
shemi’s  role  as  a  critical  witness  in  the  case  of 
United  States  v.  Samuel  Evans,69  he  (King)  was 
concerned  about  the  circumstances  of  Hashe¬ 
mi’s  death.  He  indicated  that  after  Hashemi 
died  Lavi  called  Agent  King  expressing  concern 
for  his  own  safety  and  speculating  that,  if  the 
death  was  not  natural,  suspects  ranged  from  Is¬ 
raeli  Intelligence,  Iranian  Intelligence,  United 
States  Intelligence,  Adnan  Khashoggi  and  Sam 
Evans.  King  told  Lavi  that  if  he  was  concerned 
about  his  safety,  King  would  arrange  for  pro¬ 
tection.  Lavi  declined  the  offer. 

King  concluded  his  interview  by  saying  that 
he  had  no  participation  in  or  knowledge  of  the 
death  of  Cyrus  Hashemi. 


On  December  18,  1987,  the  United  States 
Customs  Service  concluded  its  investigation  by 
noting: 

This  investigation  has  disclosed  no 
information  which  tends  to  substanti¬ 
ate  the  allegation  by  Houshang  Lavi 
that  Special  Agent  Joseph  King  or  any 
other  Customs  official  was  responsible 
for,  or  knowledgeable  of  any  of  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  death 
of  Cyrus  Hashemi.70 

On  June  5,  1992,  the  Task  Force  interviewed 
Dr.  I.E.  West  at  the  United  Medical  and  Dental 
Schools  of  Guy’s  and  St.  Thomas’  Hospitals 
(University  of  London,  Division  of  Forensic 
Medicine,  Guy’s  Hospital,  London.)  Dr.  West  is 
one  of  the  most  experienced  and  respected  fo¬ 
rensic  pathologists  in  the  United  Kingdom. 

Dr.  West  stated  that  he  was  asked  to  perform 
the  autopsy  because  of  the  particular  circum¬ 
stances  surrounding  Mr.  Hashemi.  Dr.  West  re¬ 
called  being  told  that  Hashemi  was  a  major  wit¬ 
ness  for  the  prosecution  in  an  arms  smuggling 
case,  that  he  felt  particularly  tired  and  weak 
after  a  tennis  game,  was  admitted  to  Cromwell 
Hospital,  and  died  within  a  week  of  acute  mye- 
loblastic  leukemia. 

Dr.  West  was  particularly  looking  for  any  evi¬ 
dence  of  a  suspicious  nature  surrounding  the 
death.  The  autopsy  was  observed  by  two  offi¬ 
cials  of  New  Scotland  Yard  and  a  representative 
of  the  office  of  the  United  States  Customs 
Service  attache  in  London. 

Dr.  West  indicated  that  he  found  no  evidence 
whatsoever  that  Hashemi’s  death  was  from 
other  than  natural  causes.  He  indicated  that  he 
was  aware  of  no  circumstances  under  which 
acute  myeloblastic  leukemia  could  be  induced 
under  the  conditions  present.  He  was  also 
aware  of  no  suggestion  in  any  of  the  medical 
literature,  nor  from  any  conversations  with  col¬ 
leagues,  that  such  a  condition  could  be  induced 
as  was  present  in  Mr.  Hashemi. 

While  he  indicated  that  it  was  “incredulous” 
that  an  individual  would  not  realize  that  he  is 
ill,  he  indicated  that  it  would  manifest  itself 
with  a  “malaise,”  that  the  individual  would 
become  more  tired  more  quickly.71 

He  explained  the  apparent  speed  with  which 
Cyrus  Hashemi  died  by  noting  that  spontane¬ 
ous  bleeding  into  the  body  is  a  characteristic  of 
myeloblastic  leukemia.  It  often  becomes  visible 


as  bruises  under  the  skin.  In  Hashemi’s  case, 
he  bled  into  his  brain  stem.  It  may  have  been 
the  first  significant  bleeding  that  took  place  and 
was  perhaps  the  worst  place  in  the  body  to 
have  that  kind  of  bleeding  occur.  Dr.  West  indi¬ 
cated  there  were  no  drugs  he  was  aware  of  that 
could  induce  this  type  of  leukemia.  In  any  case, 
for  drugs  to  act  with  any  measure  of  speed,  ra¬ 
diation  would  likely  be  needed  as  an  accelera¬ 
tor.  He  noted  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  ra¬ 
diation. 

Dr.  West  was  also  specifically  asked  about  re¬ 
ports  that  Hashemi  had  puncture  marks  on 
each  of  his  elbows.  He  was  referred  to  the  sec¬ 
tion  of  his  autopsy  which  noted  “injection  sites 
on  both  elbows  with  surrounding  bruising.”  Dr. 
West  indicated  that  such  injection  sites  were 
common  on  patients  that  had  died  following 
treatment  in  the  hospital.  He  explained  that  the 
injection  sites  were  on  the  inside  of  the  elbow, 
not  the  back  of  the  elbow  and  pointed  to  the 
crease  on  the  front  of  the  arms  between  the 
forearm  and  the  upper  arm.  This  was  the  site 
from  which  blood  samples  would  be  drawn  or 
intravenous  tubes  inserted.  Dr.  West  indicated 
that  there  had  evidently  been  a  misunderstand¬ 
ing  by  some  that  referred  to  injection  marks  on 
the  back  of  the  elbow,  which  was  not  the  case. 

In  sum,  Dr.  West  indicated  that  if  this  were  a 
successful  method  of  assassination,  one  would 
likely  see  evidence  of  it.  While  a  second  case 
similar  to  Hashemi’s  would  be  “fascinating,”  a 
single  case  does  not  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 
Hashemi’s  death  was  anything  other  than  a  nat¬ 
ural  death.  The  Task  Force  has  found  no  evi¬ 
dence  to  contradict  Dr.  West’s  conclusion  re¬ 
garding  Hashemi’s  death. 

E.  Failure  to  Report  the 
L’Enfant  Plaza  Meeting 

As  previously  noted  the  majority  believes 
that  the  Republicans  should  have  reported  to 
the  Carter  administration  their  contact  with  the 
individual  they  met  with  at  the  L’Enfant  Plaza 
Hotel  in  September,  1980  while  the  minority 
believes  that  under  the  particular  circumstances 
of  the  meeting,  no  such  notice  was  necessary.  A 
full  discussion  of  that  issue  appears  in  section 
VII,  (F)  and  need  not  be  repeated  here. 
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1992)  at  10-11  (hereinafter  “Rizzo  Dep.”). 

22.  This  practice  is  referred  to  as  “gray  mail."  J.  Stanley  Pot- 
tinger,  a  potential  co-defendant,  also  attempted  gray  mail.  CIA 
Memorandum  from  Deputy  General  Counsel  Ernest  Mayerfeld 
for  the  Record  (Feb.  3,  1982).  See  App.  at  1008-1010. 

23.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Deputy  General  Counsel  Ernest 
Mayerfeld  for  the  Record  (Feb.  3,  1982);  Strickland  Dep.  at  5. 

24.  Id. 

25.  Id. 

26.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Deputy  General  Counsel  Ernest 
Mayerfeld  for  the  Record  (Feb.  3,  1982). 


27.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Assistant  General  Counsel  Lee 
Strickland  for  the  Record  (Feb.  7,  1984);  Strickland  Dep.  at  11; 
William  Wachtel  Interview  (Oct.  26.  1992)  at  2  (hereinafter 
“Wachtel  Int.“). 

28.  Richardson  told  the  CIA  officials  at  this  meeting  that  he 
had  previously  contacted  the  Department  of  Justice  who  did  not 
wish  to  discuss  the  matter  with  Richardson  but  assured  him  that 
he  would  have  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  before  an  indictment 
was  issued.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Assistant  General  Counsel 
Lee  Strickland  for  the  Record  (Feb.  7,  1984). 

29.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Assistant  General  Counsel  Lee 
Strickland  for  the  Record  (Feb.  7,  1984). 

30.  Id. 

31.  Id. 

32.  Id. ;  Strickland  Dep.  at  13;  Rizzo  Dep.  at  10. 

33.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Assistant  General  Counsel  Lee 
Strickland  for  the  Record  (Feb.  7,  1984);  Rizzo  Dep.  at  11, 
23-24. 

34.  Strickland  Dep.  at  11-12. 

35.  Rizzo  Dep.  at  13-14,  20. 

36.  Id  at  24-25. 

37.  Id  at  13-14,  20. 

38.  See,  e.g.,  Strickland  Dep.;  Rizzo  Dep. 

39.  FBI  Interview  of  John  Shaheen  (Feb.  27,  1984).  See  App.  at 
1011-1015.  Strickland  Depo.  at  10,  13.  See  also  section  VII,  supra, 
regarding  the  Casey-Shaheen  relationship. 

40.  FBI  Interview  of  John  Shaheen  (Feb.  27,  1984). 

41  Id. 

42.  Id.  See  generally  Thomas  Twetten  Deposition  (Sept.  27, 
1984)  (hereinafter  "Twetten  Dep.”). 

43.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Near  East  Chief  for  the  Record 
(Mar.  2,  1984).  See  App.  at  1016.  See  also  Strickland  Dep.  at  14. 

44.  Id. 

45.  Id 

46.  CIA  Memorandum  from  General  Counsel  Stanley  Sporkin 
for  Record  (Jun.  14,  1984).  See  App.  at  1017-1018. 

47.  Id. 

48.  Id. 

49.  Id. 

50.  Twetten  Dep.  at  9. 

51.  Id  at  10. 

52.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Director  Casey  to  Chief,  Near  East 
Division  (Jun.  17,  1985).  See  App.  at  1020-1021. 

53.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Twetten  to  Record  (Jul.  15,  1985); 
Twetten  Dep.  at  11,  19. 

54.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Twetten  to  Record  (Jul.  15,  1985); 
Twetten  Dep.  at  1 1 . 

55.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Twetten  to  Record  (Jul.  16,  1985); 
Twetten  Dep.  at  14-16. 

56.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Deputy  Chief  Near  East  Division 
for  the  Record  (Aug.  19,  1985);  Twetten  Dep.  at  25-26. 

57.  CIA  Memorandum  from  Deputy  Chief  Near  East  Division 
for  the  Record  (Jul.  23.  1985).  See  App.  at  1019.  The  individuals 
that  Hashemi  offered  for  a  meeting  included  Manucher  Ghorban- 
ifar  and  Moshen  Kangerlou.  This  suggested  meeting  became  a 
prelude  to  "Iran-Contra”  meetings  involving  many  of  these  same 
individuals. 

58.  King  Int.  at  3. 

59.  I'mted  States  v.  Samuel  Evans.  No.  SS  86  Cr.  384  (LBS) 
(S.D.N.Y.  1986). 

60.  Transcript,  Houshang  Lavi  Interview  by  D.  Marks  (Apr.  14, 
1989) at  14-15. 

61.  A.  Ben-Menashe,  Profits  of  I far  at  184. 

62.  Houshang  Lavi  Customs  Service  Interview  (Mar.  30,  1987) 
at  2-3  (hereinafter  “Lavi  Customs  Int.”). 

63.  Id  at  3. 

64.  Id.  at  4. 


65.  Statements  by  Lavi  under  oath,  of  course,  are  contrary  to 
statements  he  made  to  reporters  and  writers  subsequently  about 
his  relationship  with  Cyrus  Hashemi.  Lavi  later  said  he  and  Cyrus 
were  in  Paris  together  in  mid-October,  1980  regarding  the  Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise  story. 

66.  Lavi  Customs  Int.  at  10. 

67.  Id  at  10. 


68.  Houshang  Lavi  Customs  Service  Interview  (Jun.  16,  1987). 

69.  United  States  v.  Samuel  Evans,  No.  SS  86  Cr.  384  (LBS) 
(S.D.N.Y.  1986). 

70.  U.S.  Customs  Service  Report  of  Investigation  of  Alleged 
Involvement  of  U.S.  Customs  Agents  in  the  Death  of  an  Inform¬ 
ant  (Dec.  18,  1987). 

71.  Dr.  I.E.  West  Interview  (Jun.  5,  1992)  at  2. 


XII.  Joint  Recommendations 


The  Task  Force  is  concerned  that  certain  wit¬ 
nesses  may  have  committed  perjury  during 
sworn  testimony  taken  by  Task  Force  staff.  Per¬ 
jured  testimony  poses  a  significant  challenge  to 
the  integrity  of  Congressional  investigative  au¬ 
thority.  Congress  faces  tremendous  difficulty 
carrying  out  its  legislative  mandate  if  individ¬ 
uals  or  organizations  provide  false  testimony  or 
seek  to  obstruct  its  operation.  The  Members  of 
the  Task  Force  were  unanimous  in  their  view 
that  probity  in  the  Congressional  inquiry  proc¬ 
ess  requires  the  same  probity  of  by  witnesses. 
Consequently,  under  separate  correspondence, 


the  Chairman  and  Ranking  Minority  Member  of 
the  Task  Force  will  transmit  this  report  to  the 
U.S.  Department  of  Justice  together  with  a  joint 
recommendation  that  they  consider  a  prosecu¬ 
tion  of  those  individuals  for  perjury.  Because 
the  Task  Force  recognizes  that  the  Department 
of  Justice  must  evaluate  referrals  such  as  this 
against  standards  of  evidentiary  admissibility 
and  the  prosecution’s  traditional  burden  of 
proof  before  deciding  whether  to  proceed,  we 
do  not  believe  it  would  be  appropriate  to  iden¬ 
tify  publicly  those  individuals  we  believe  per¬ 
jured  themselves  before  the  Task  Force. 


XIII.  Task  Force  Budget,  Rules  and 

Procedures 


A.  Budget 

House  Resolution  258  authorized  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  to  conduct  the  inquiry.  The 
actual  Task  Force  budget  was  approved  with 
the  passage  of  House  Resolution  585  by  the 
House  on  October  2,  1992.  Majority  and  Mi¬ 
nority  counsel  conducted  the  investigation  in 
the  most  economical  manner  possible,  while  at 
the  same  time  maintaining  the  high  standards 
of  thoroughness  required  by  the  members  of 
the  Task  Force.  The  Congress  budgeted  1.35 
million  dollars  for  the  cost  of  the  investigation. 

B.  Staff 


The  first  order  of  business  was  the  hiring  of 
Majority  and  Minority  counsel  and  their  respec¬ 
tive  staffs.  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.,  was  hired 
as  Chief  Counsel  and  Richard  J.  Leon  was 
hired  as  Chief  Minority  Counsel. 

Chief  Counsel,  E.  Lawrence 
Barcella,  Jr. 

E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.  is  presently  a  part¬ 
ner  in  the  Washington  office  of  Katten, 
Muchin,  Zavis  and  Dombroff.  His  services  were 
retained  by  the  Task  Force  because  of  his  expe¬ 
rience  both  as  a  federal  prosecutor  and  a  white- 
collar  criminal  defense  counsel.  Barcella  served 
with  the  United  States  Attorneys  Office  in 
Washington,  D.C.  from  1970  to  1986,  investi¬ 
gating  and  prosecuting  scores  of  complex  and 
sensitive  cases.  Many  of  these  cases  involved 
international  arms  trafficking,  terrorism  and 
fraud,  all  of  which  required  substantial  investi¬ 
gative  as  well  as  trial  prowess.  Since  leaving  the 
United  States  Attorneys  Office,  Barcella  has 
represented  a  variety  of  national  and  interna¬ 


tional  clients  in  complex  criminal  matters  and 
internal  investigations. 

Chief  Minority  Counsel,  Richard 
J.  Leon 

Richard  J.  Leon  is  a  partner  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  office  of  the  law  firm  Baker  &  Hostetler, 
where  he  specializes  in  white-collar  criminal  de¬ 
fense  and  environmental  litigation.  Prior  to  en¬ 
tering  private  practice,  Leon  served  in  a  variety 
of  positions  at  the  United  States  Department  of 
Justice,  including  Deputy  Assistant  Attorney 
General  for  environmental  enforcement,  and  as 
a  senior  prosecutor  in  the  Tax  Division’s  Crimi¬ 
nal  Section,  where  he  investigated  and  pros¬ 
ecuted  a  series  of  cases  of  regional  and  national 
significance.  In  addition,  Leon  served  in  1987 
as  the  Deputy  Chief  Minority  Counsel  to  the 
United  States  House  Select  Iran-Contra  Com¬ 
mittee. 

Messrs.  Barcella  and  Leon  were  responsible 
for  selecting  a  legal  staff  to  support  them  in 
conducting  the  investigation  and  the  writing  of 
the  report. 

1.  Majority  Staff 

Deputy  Chief  Majority  Counsel,  Michael 
F.  Zeldin 

Before  joining  the  Task  Force,  Michael 
Zeldin  served  as  special  counsel  for  money 
laundering  in  the  Criminal  Division  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Justice.  In  this  ca¬ 
pacity.  Zeldin  was  responsible  for  coordinating 
multi-district  litigation  and  international  money 
laundering  matters.  Prior  to  assuming  this  post, 
Zeldin  was  the  director  of  the  Asset  Forfeiture 
Office  and  deputy  chief  of  the  Narcotic  and 
Dangerous  Drug  Section  in  the  Criminal  Divi- 


sion  of  the  United  States  Department  of  Jus¬ 
tice. 

Associate  Majority  Counsel,  Sotiris  A. 

"Ted”  Planzos 

Sotiris  Planzos  joined  the  Task  Force  after 
serving  as  a  senior  counsel  in  the  Division  of 
Enforcement  of  the  Securities  and  Exchange 
Commission  in  Washington,  D.C.  Prior  to  his 
tenure  at  the  S.E.C.,  Planzos  served  for  six 
years  as  an  assistant  district  attorney  in  Bronx 
County,  New  York,  where  he  conducted  investi¬ 
gations  and  prosecutions  involving  narcotics 
trafficking  and  white  collar  criminal  matters. 
Planzos  worked  for  the  Task  Force  from  March 
21,  1992  to  September  19,  1992. 

Senior  Associate  Majority  Counsel, 

Nancy  Luque 

Nancy  Luque  is  an  attorney  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  office  of  Katten,  Muchin,  Zavis  and  Dom- 
broff.  She  specializes  in  white  collar  criminal 
matters.  Between  1979  and  1982,  Luque  served 
as  a  trial  attorney  in  the  United  States  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice,  and  from  1982  through  1989 
she  was  an  assistant  United  States  attorney  for 
the  District  of  Columbia. 

Associate  Majority  Counsel,  Anne  E. 

Pings 

Anne  Pings  is  an  associate  with  the  law  firm 
of  Katten,  Muchin,  Zavis  and  Dombroff,  where 
she  specializes  in  white  collar  criminal  defense. 

Associate  Majority  Counsel,  Mark  L. 

Shaffer 

Mark  L.  Shaffer  is  a  partner  at  the  law  firm  of 
Freer  &  Alagia,  specializing  in  national  security, 
ethics,  white  collar  crime,  government  con¬ 
tracts,  and  employment-related  litigation.  He 
presently  serves  on  the  Ethics  Rules  Committee 
of  the  District  of  Columbia  Bar.  During  1978 
and  1979,  he  served  as  a  trial  attorney  and 
senior  trial  attorney  in  the  Employment  Litiga¬ 
tion  Section  of  the  Civil  Rights  Division  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  Justice.  Between 
1973  and  1978,  he  served  as  a  trial  attorney 
and  senior  trial  attorney  for  the  Contra  Costa 
County  Public  Defender’s  Office  in  California. 


2.  Minority  Staff 

Minority  Staff  Director  and  Special 
Counsel,  John  P.  Mackey 

John  P.  Mackey  served  in  the  Department  of 
Justice  as  a  Deputy  Assistant  Attorney  General 
and  Associate  Deputy  Attorney  General  before 
joining  the  Task  Force  on  May  1,  1992.  Mackey 
had  previously  been  engaged  in  private  practice 
in  New  York  and  Washington,  D.C.  His  govern¬ 
ment  service  also  includes  duty  as  a  special 
agent  of  the  FBI  from  1968  to  1972. 

Deputy  Chief  Minority  Counsel, 

Gregory  W.  Kehoe 

Gregory  W.  Kehoe  was  the  first  assistant 
United  States  attorney  for  the  Middle  District 
of  Florida  from  February  1989  through  June 
18,  1992  when  he  joined  the  Task  Force.  From 
March  1983  through  February  1989,  Kehoe  was 
an  assistant  United  States  attorney  for  the 
Southern  District  of  Florida,  serving  as  the 
chief  of  the  office’s  Northern  Division  from 
1986  until  his  departure  in  1989. 

Senior  Associate  Minority  Counsel, 

David  H.  Laufman 

David  H.  Laufman  is  Deputy  Minority  Coun¬ 
sel  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the 
United  States  House  of  Representatives,  where 
he  has  specialized  in  legislative  and  investiga¬ 
tory  oversight  as  well  as  Middle  East  affairs. 
Mr.  Laufman’s  services  were  made  available  to 
the  Task  Force  through  the  good  offices  of  the 
Hon.  William  S.  Broomfield,  Ranking  Member 
of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs.  Prior  to 
joining  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  Mr. 
Laufman  was  an  associate  at  the  Washington, 
D.C.  law  firm  of  Collier,  Shannon,  Rill  &  Scott, 
specializing  in  litigation.  During  the  period  of 
1980-1984,  he  was  an  intelligence  analyst  at 
the  Central  intelligence  Agency. 

Associate  Minority  Counsel,  Gregory  A. 

Paw 

Gregory  Paw  is  an  associate  in  the  Washing¬ 
ton  office  of  Baker  8c  Hostetler,  where  he  spe¬ 
cializes  in  complex  civil  litigation  and  white 
collar  criminal  defense.  Prior  to  joining  Baker 
&  Hostetler  in  1989,  Mr.  Paw  served  as  a  law 
clerk  to  the  Honorable  Walter  E.  Hoffman, 


United  States  District  Judge  for  the  Eastern 
District  of  Virginia. 

S.  Investigative  Agents 

.  In  addition  to  the  legal  staff,  the  Task  Force 
employed  the  services  of  six  agents  detailed 
from  three  federal  government  investigative 
agencies. 

The  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation  detailed 
four  agents  to  the  Task  Force. 

Vann  F.  Fleming,  Special  Agent, 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 

Vann  Fleming  has  been  a  special  agent  since 
1970,  serving  with  the  Bureau  in  San  Francisco, 
Seattle,  and  New  York,  and  Washington.  Mr. 
Fleming  worked  on  the  Task  Force  from  April 
to  August,  1992. 

Larry  J.  Mitchell,  Special  Agent,  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation 

Special  Agent  Larry  Mitchell  joined  the  FBI 
in  1982.  He  has  been  assigned  to  Atlanta, 
Houston,  and  Washington. 

Elizabeth  J.  Hemenway,  Special  Agent, 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 

Special  Agent  Hemenway  is  currently  a  relief 
supervisor  assigned  to  Squad  1-1,  New  York 
City,  New  York.  She  has  been  a  special  agent 
since  1984,  serving  in  Milwaukee  and  New 
York. 

Harry  A.  Penich,  Special  Agent,  Federal 
Bureau  of  Investigation 

Special  Agent  Penich  is  currently  the  princi¬ 
pal  relief  supervisor  on  a  New  York  FBI  squad. 
Prior  to  the  Bureau,  Penich  spent  six  years  as 
an  assistant  district  attorney  in  western  Penn¬ 
sylvania. 

Douglas  R.  Edmonson,  Special  Agent, 

Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 

Special  Agent  Edmonson  joined  the  FBI  in 
April,  1987.  He  has  served  since  that  time  in 
Washington,  D.C.  Special  Agent  Edmonson  was 
assigned  to  the  Task  Force  on  August  10, 
1992. 

The  Treasury  Department’s  Bureau  of  Alco¬ 
hol,  Tobacco,  and  Firearms  and  the  United 


States  Customs  Service  each  detailed  one 
agent. 

Richard  A.  Pedersen,  Senior  Special 
Agent,  Bureau  of  Alcohol,  Tobacco  and 
Firearms,  United  States  Department  of 
the  Treasury 

Special  Agent  Pedersen  has  been  with  ATF 
for  23  years  concentrating  on  major  interna¬ 
tional  arms  trafficking  investigations.  Before 
joining  the  Task  Force,  Pedersen  was  assigned 
to  the  Office  of  Internal  Affairs. 

Thomas  D.  Baumgardner,  Supervisory 
Special  Agent,  United  States  Customs 
Service 

Baumgardner  has  been  a  special  agent  with 
Customs  for  20  years.  For  the  past  10  years,  he 
has  investigated  illegal  exports  and  diversions 
both  of  munitions  and  high  technology. 

The  United  States  Customs  Service  assigned 
another  agent,  Joseph  F.  King,  for  30  days  be¬ 
cause  of  his  specific  case-related  knowledge. 

4.  Task  Force  Staff 

Michael  W.  Cook  served  as  chief  clerk  and 
administrator  of  the  Task  Force.  Paul  M.  Joyal 
served  as  security  specialist.  Richard  C.  Lewis 
served  as  press  secretary  to  the  majority  and 
Lisa  Rich  and  Valri  Couser  served  as  staff  as¬ 
sistants  to  the  majority.  Julia  Gains  served  as 
the  minority  staff  assistant.  Charles  Ratcliff, 
computer  specialist,  was  detailed  from  House 
Information  Systems  to  help  computerize  Task 
Force  records. 

The  Task  Force  also  retained  the  services  of 
a  former  detective  chief  inspector  of  Scotland 
Yard  to  assist  with  European  inquiries. 

Finally,  each  Member  of  Congress  serving  on 
the  Task  Force  assigned  a  staff  member  to  sup¬ 
port  the  work  of  the  permanent  Task  Force 
staff. 

C.  Rules 


The  Task  Force  passed  an  extremely  restric¬ 
tive  set  of  rules  at  the  outset  of  the  investiga¬ 
tion,  which  were  designed  to  insure  to  the  max¬ 
imum  extent  possible  the  confidentiality  of  the 
investigation.  Those  rules  are  attached  in  the 
appendix  at  page  1037-66. 


D.  Security  Measures 


The  protection  of  classified  material  was  a 
high  priority  for  the  Task  Force.  In  order  to  ac¬ 
complish  this  goal.  Task  Force  security  special¬ 
ist  Paul  M.  Joyal,  established  procedures  for  se¬ 
curing  working  areas  and  documents. 

All  classified  documents  or  internal  products 
marked  “Task  Force  Confidential”  were  en¬ 
tered  into  a  registration  system  which  ensured 
that  any  retrieval,  copying,  or  destruction  of  a 
document  was  recorded.  Documents  were 
placed  in  folders  with  identification  numbers 
issued  in  chronological  order.  These  were  all 
stored  within  approved  containers  for  classified 
storage.  Individual  documents,  cables,  and  re¬ 
ports  which  were  delivered  to  the  Task  Force 
in  groups  were  date  stamped  for  accountability 
and  tracking.  Other  records  were  optically  cap¬ 
tured  through  computer  imaging  systems  and 
software.  Once  scanning  of  documents  was 
completed,  they  were  further  processed  with 


Optical  Character  Recognition  (OCR)  software, 
allowing  the  Task  Force  to  import  the  docu¬ 
ment  into  a  database  program  for  rapid  re¬ 
search  and  analysis.  This  system  gave  the  Task 
Force  the  ability  to  retrieve  text  rapidly 
through  key  word  and  proximity  reference 
searching.  From  the  time  when  the  Task  Force 
received  its  first  batch  of  classified  material, 
United  States  Capitol  police  controlled  access 
to  the  office  during  non- working  hours. 

E.  Office  Space  and 
Equipment 

The  Task  Force  was  housed  in  the  Ford 
House  Office  Building  (House  Annex  II).  In 
late  August,  the  Task  Force  acquired  a  security 
vault  to  house  classified  documents,  a  secure 
conference  room  to  conduct  witness  interviews 
and  depositions,  and  several  attorney  offices. 

Retiring  Representative  Dymally  has  declined 
to  sign  the  report. 


Additional  Minority  Views 


Additional  Minority  Views 


While  an  investigation  of  this  kind  does  not 
normally  uncover  flaws  in  the  way  Congress 
conducts  its  business,  the  Minority  Members  of 
the  Task  Force  believe  strongly  that  in  this  case 
it  did.  Specifically,  upon  reviewing  the  events 
that  led  to  the  formation  of  the  Task  Force,  the 
Minority  Members  are  particularly  concerned 
about:  (1)  the  precedent  of  the  General  Ac¬ 
counting  Office  (“GAO’*)  conducting,  in  es¬ 
sence,  a  secret  investigation  at  the  direction  of 
the  Majority  into  the  political  activities  of  Re¬ 
publican  campaign  officials  without  informing 
the  House  Minority  Leadership  of  the  investi¬ 
gation  and  without  keeping  it  updated  on  its 
progress;  and  (2)  the  precedent  of  a  senior 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  staffer  send¬ 
ing  a  letter  to  a  Federal  Judge  under  his  own 
name  seeking  the  reduction  of  a  sentence  of  a 
convicted  felon  without  first  coordinating  with 
the  Congressional  leadership,  both  Majority 
and  Minority,  and  the  Ranking  Republican  of 
the  House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee.  Based 
on  the  reasons  set  forth  below,  the  Minority 
Members  make  the  following  recommendations 
to  obviate  these  problems  in  the  future: 

Recommendation  One: 

Investigations  by  GAO’s  Office  of 
Special  Investigations  Should, 
and  Must,  be  Bipartisan  in  Nature 

The  Minority  Members  firmly  believe  that 
the  work  of  the  GAO’s  Office  of  Special  Inves¬ 
tigations  should,  and  must,  be  bipartisan  in 
nature  if  it  is  to  be  viewed  as  anything  more 
than  a  publicly  funded  private  investigating 
agency  for  the  Majority  party  in  the  House  of 
Representatives.  To  that  end,  once  the  GAO 
has  been  requested  to  pursue  an  investigation, 
that  request  should  be  brought  immediately  to 
the  attention  of  the  appropriate  counsel  of  the 
opposite  party.  Thereafter,  the  investigators  as¬ 


signed,  at  a  minimum,  should  keep  the  oppos¬ 
ing  counsel  regularly  informed  of  the  develop¬ 
ments  of  the  investigation,  and  copy  counsel 
with  all  relevant  memoranda  and  correspond¬ 
ence. 

The  corrosive  effect  of  not  following  proce¬ 
dures  of  this  kind  is  directly  evident  in  this 
case.  From  the  outset,  when  the  Subcommittee 
of  the  House  Government  Operations  Commit¬ 
tee  requested  the  Office  of  Special  Investiga¬ 
tion  in  July  1990  to  undertake  an  investigation 
of  the  activities  of  1980  Reagan/Bush  campaign 
officials,  the  Majority  additionally  requested 
that  the  Subcommittee  not  be  identified  as 
having  requested  the  inquiry.1  Thereafter,  de¬ 
spite  numerous  meetings  with  Majority  Staff, 
investigative  journalists,  and  witnesses,  the 
GAO  failed  to  notify  the  House  Minority  of  the 
existence  of  the  investigation.2 

Moreover,  not  only  did  the  GAO  conduct  an 
inquiry  concealed  from  the  Minority,  but  it  de¬ 
cided  during  a  conversation  with  Majority  staff 
to  terminate  the  inquiry  in  February  1991,  and 
issue  no  written  report  as  to  its  findings.3 
Three  months  later,  the  Minority  Members  of 
the  House  finally  learned  of  the  investigation 
and,  at  their  request  were  briefed  for  the  first 
time  on  May  20,  1991. 

Without  recounting  the  vitriolic  debate  that 
ensued  in  the  House  in  reaction  to  this  se¬ 
quence  of  events  supposedly  initiated  to  “lift 
the  cloud  over  the  Administration”,  it  is  abun¬ 
dantly  clear  that  the  reputation  for  impartiality 
of  the  GAO,  in  general,  and  its  Office  of  Spe¬ 
cial  Investigations,  in  particular,  has  suffered 
greatly.  The  Minority  Members  sincerely  hope 
that  in  the  future  such  private  investigations 
into  the  political  conduct  of  members  of  the 
opposing  party  will  be  neither  initiated,  nor  tol¬ 
erated,  by  the  GAO  and  the  Majority  leader¬ 
ship  of  the  House.  To  that  end,  appropriate 


steps  should  be  taken  internally  to  insure  that 
such  an  investigation  cannot  recur. 

Recommendation  Two: 

Any  Communication  with  the 
Federal  Judiciary,  by  or  on  Behalf 
of  the  House  of  Representatives 
or  one  of  its  Committees, 

Regarding  the  Sentencing  of  a 
Convicted  Person  Must  be 
Coordinated  with  and  Through 
the  Counsels  to  the  Speaker  and 
the  Minority  Leader,  as  well  as 
the  Counsels  to  the  Chairman 
and  Ranking  Minority  Member  of 
the  Appropriate  Committee 

In  the  instant  case,  the  Chief  Counsel  to  the 
House  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  sent  a  letter 
on  January  10,  1992,  under  his  own  name,  to  a 
Federal  Judge  in  the  Eastern  District  of  New 
York  seeking  to  reduce  the  sentence  of  a  con¬ 
victed  felon  for  his  supposed  “substantial  as¬ 
sistance”  in  an  “on-going  [Congressional]  in¬ 
vestigation”  and  his  anticipated  “substantial  as¬ 
sistance  in  the  future”.4  Putting  aside  the  fact 
that  the  nature  and  character  of  the  felon’s  as¬ 
sistance  at  that  point  had  not  been  brought  to 
the  attention  of,  let  alone  evaluated,  by  the  Mi¬ 
nority  Members  and  Staff  of  the  House  Foreign 
Affairs  Committee,  the  “on-going”  investiga¬ 
tion  to  which  the  Chief  Counsel  was  referring 
had  already  been  assigned  by  the  Speaker  to  a 
special  Task  Force  of  House  Members,  which, 
although  not  yet  created  by  Resolution,  was  not 
even  consulted  about  the  letter.  In  addition,  as 
was  pointed  out  at  the  sentencing  by  the  pros¬ 
ecutor  from  the  Department  of  Justice,  the 
nature  and  the  contents  of  Stoffberg’s  sup¬ 
posed  cooperation  was  also  being  kept  from 
the  Department,  at  the  Chief  Counsel’s  direc¬ 


tion,  such  that  it  was  unable  to  evaluate  the 
credibility  of  the  “assistance”  he  was  provid- 
ing.5 

The  Minority  Members  firmly  believe  that 
the  sentencing  of  convicted  felons  is  one  of  the 
most  sensitive  and  delicate  responsibilities  en¬ 
trusted  to  the  Federal  Judiciary  and  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice.  Before  the  Congress  of  the 
United  States  takes  the  highly  unusual  step  of 
inserting  itself  into  the  sentencing  process,  we 
believe  that  due  consideration  must  be  given  by 
the  leadership  of  this  institution,  on  both  sides 
of  the  aisle,  as  to  when,  and  whether,  to  seek  to 
influence  that  process  based  upon  the  sup¬ 
posed  interests  of  the  House  of  Representa¬ 
tives.  Moreover,  the  Minority  Members  believe 
that  absent  extraordinary  circumstances,  the 
House’s  effort  should  be  coordinated  with  the 
Department  of  Justice  and  that  the  Department 
of  Justice’s  input  should  be  sought  regarding 
any  past  and  perspective  cooperation. 

In  this  situation,  a  United  States  District 
Judge  in  fact  reduced  the  sentence  of  a  felon 
who  he  believed  to  be  a  “dangerous  man”  6  by 
four  and  a  half  months  explicitly  because  of  his 
belief  that  “[c]omity  between  the  independent 
branches  of  government  suggests  the  desirabil¬ 
ity  of  assisting  Congress  in  its  important  work 
where  there  is  not  strong  conflict  with  a  court’s 
other  sentencing  responsibilities.”  7  Thus,  he 
did  so  based  on  a  representation  of  a  past  and 
future  cooperation,  which  ultimately  did  not 
prove  to  be  true.8  Prudence  dictates  that  before 
another  Federal  Judge  is  similarly  imposed 
upon,  that  this  House  insures  itself  that  any 
such  communication,  in  fact,  reflects  the  collec¬ 
tive  judgment  of  its  entire  leadership  as  to  the 
appropriateness  of  the  request. 

Submitted  By: 

Henry  J.  Hyde. 

Jim  Leach. 

Olympia  Snowe. 

Doug  Bereuter. 

Porter  J.  Goss. 
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feeling  the  rights  of  the  House  collec¬ 
tively*  its  safety,  dlszxlty,  mod  the  in¬ 
tegrity  o f  its  proceedings." 

In  section  662  of  the  House  Rules 
mod  Mmnuml  for  the  102d  Congress, 
vhlch  contmlns  m  summary  of  the 
precedents  relating  to  questions  of 
privilege,  there  are  two  particular  in¬ 
stances  which  are  similar  to  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  privilege  which  I  have  raised 
today. 

In  the  first  instance,  a  resolution 
was  offered  on  February  13,  1960. 
questioning  the  property  of  a  response 
by  an  officer  of  the  House  to  court 
subpoenas  for  papers  of  the  House 
without  notice  to  the  House,  and  re¬ 
quiring  a  committee  to  Investigate. 

In  the  second  instance  cited  in  the 
precedents,  a  resolution  was  offered 
on  March  22.  1990,  alleging  Improper 
representation  by  counsel  of  the  legal 
position  of  Members  in  a  brief  filed  in 
the  court  and  directing  the  withdrawal 
of  the  brief. 

In  both  instances,  the  Speaker  held 
that  the  misrepresentation  of  the  posi¬ 
tion  of  the  House,  or  judicial  interven¬ 
tion  without  proper  authorization,  af¬ 
fected  the  rights  and  Integrity  of  the 
House  and  therefore  raised  a  legiti¬ 
mate  question  of  House  privileges. 

Today  we  have  before  us  yet  another 
instance  of  a  judicial  intervention  by 
an  employee  of  the  House  claiming  to 
represent  the  position  of  the  House 
through  one  of  its  committees  when  in 
fact  neither  the  House  nor  the  com¬ 
mittee  involved  had  authorized  the  in¬ 
vestigation  nor  the  judicial  interven¬ 
tion  by  the  employee. 

On  January  19,  1992,  the  chief  coun¬ 
sel  of  the  House  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  wrote  to  a  Federal  district 
judge  in  New  York  requesting  a  re¬ 
duced  sentence  for  a  convicted  anna 
dealer  on  grounds  that  he  had  cooper¬ 
ated  in  an  on-going  Investigation  by 
the  committee  into  the  so-called  Octo¬ 
ber  Surprise. 

Based  on  this  representation,  the 
Judge  reduced  the  sentence  from  13 
months  to  the  6*fc  months  already 
served  based  on  “the  desirability  of  as¬ 
sisting  Congress."  The  judge  went  on 
to  make  clear  that  the  arms  dealer 
would  have  received  a  longer  term  of 
imprisonment,  and  I  quote,  “were  it 
.  not  for  the  Intervention  of  Congress." 

The  only  problem  with  all  of  this 
Mr.  Speaker,  other  than  the  unprece¬ 
dented  intervention  by  an  self-ap¬ 
pointed  agent  of  Coogrsas  in  a  judicial 
srnitanrlng  proceeding.  Is  that  the  so- 
called  on-going  investigation  by  the 
Committee  on  Foreign  Attain  into  the 
October  Surprise  matter  had  not  been 
Authorised  by  the  Congress  or  the 
:  committee  so  represented. 

Neither,  for  that  matter,  had  the 
committee  authorimd  its  chief  counsel 
to  ask  the  court  to  reduce  the  sentence 
of  the  convicted  arms  dealer.  The  fact 
Is.  the  commutes  was  not  even  made 
aware  of  any  evidence  obtained  from 
the  arms  dealer  or  that  the  chief  coun¬ 
sel  was  bargaining  for  a  reduced  sen¬ 
tence  in  return  for  such  information. 


This  kind  of  unauthorised  activity  by 
a  employee  is  one  of  the 

most  outrageous  things  I  have  ever 
witnessed  since  coming  to  this  Con¬ 
gress  11  years  ago.  And  other  Mem¬ 
bers  who  have  been  around  here  much 
longer  than  I  have  voiced  similar  sen¬ 
timents. 

Mr.  Speaker,  nothing  affects  the 
rights,  privileges,  dignity  and  Integrity 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  House  more 
than  the  misrepresentation  of  the  po¬ 
sition  of  the  peoples  House,  especially 
when  that  misrepresentation  takes 
place  before  a  Federal  district  court. 

But  what  is  especially  galling  In  this 
particular  case  is  claiming  to  represent 
the  interests  of  the  House  on  a  matter 
on  which  the  House  has  not  yet 
spoken,  and  that  authority  is  used  to 
spring  a  convicted  felon  from  JaiL 

At  a  time  when  the  Congress  is  al¬ 
ready  reeling  from  low  public  approval 
ratings,  what  could  hurt  more  than 
the  appearance  that  we  are  springing 
crooks  for  rumors?  This  isn’t  an  arms 
for  hostage*  scandal;  It’s  an  arms  deal¬ 
ers  for  hogwash  scandal.  And  this 
action  has  put  the  House  oi  Representa¬ 
tives  right  in  the  middle  of  the  slop. 

Mr.  Speaker,  let  us  just  presume  for 
a  moment  that  this  convicted  felon 
just  might  have  some  information  of 
Interest  and  value  to  this  House.  Even 
If  that  were  the  case,  that  is  no  justifi¬ 
cation  for  one  to  unilaterally  cut  a 
deal  on  behalf  of  the  House  to  free  a 
crook  from  prison  sooner  than  he  oth¬ 
erwise  would  have  served. 

If  the  felon  has  such  information, 
there  are  ways  for  the  House  to  legiti¬ 
mately  obtain  it  without  resorting  to 
such  shady  deala.  We  have  committees 
with  subpoena  authority.  And  more 
importantly.  Democrats  are  seeking  to 
railroad  creation  of  a  special  task  force 
to  investigate  this  very  matter  and 
give  it  subpoena  authority. 

If  this  convicted  arms  dealer  refuses 
to  cooperate  with  a  duly  constituted 
entity  of  this  House  acting  under 
proper  authority  and  procedures,  we 
would  have  every  right  to  find  him  in 
contempt  and  enforce  that  in  the 
courts.  Instead  of  a  shorter  prison  sen¬ 
tence,  he  would  be  facing  a  longer  one. 

If  anything,  such  unilateral  action 
has  made  it  more  difficult  for  a  proper 
body  of  this  House  to  obtain  sworn 
testimony.  The  Integrity  of  our  pro¬ 
ceedings  and  our  ability  to  discover 
the  truth  have  been  interfered  with 
and  threatened  by  such  loose  cannons 
on  our  deck,  acting  on  their  own. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  resolution  I  have 
ottered  today  as  a  question  of  the 
privileges  of  the  House,  after  reciting 
the  facts  of  the  situation  in  the  pre¬ 
amble.  directs  the  Bipartisan  Legal 
Advisory  Group  of  the  House  to  in¬ 
quire  into  the  facts  and  circumstances 
surrounding  judicial 
and  report  back  to  the  House  Its  find¬ 
ings  and  recommendations. 

Specifically,  it  calls  on  the  legal  ad¬ 
visory  group  to  report  back  to  us  at 
the  rertlest  practicable  date  on  any  lo¬ 
tions  taken  or  recommendations  It  has 


to  address  the  immediate  situation,  as 
weU  as  any  recommended  policies  for 
the  future  conduct  of  House  Members, 
officers  or  employees  involving  Judi¬ 
cial  proceedings. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  we  cannot 
allow  people  claiming  to  represent  the 
House  or  its  committees  to  tqke  unau¬ 
thorized  actions  that  misrepresent  the 
position  of  this  House. 

This  is  especially  true  when  those 
actions  are  potentially  embarrassing 
and  can  bring  this  body  further 
shame,  dishonor  and  disrepute  in  the 
eyes  of  the  citizenry. 

And  nothing  oould  be  more  embar¬ 
rassing  than  negotiating  shady  deals 
with  the  dregs  of  the  earth  to  spring 
them  from  prison. 

Those  who  lie  down  with  dogs  get  up 
with  fleas;  and  In  the  process,  they 
cover  us  with  sleaze.  We  don’t  need 
that  in  this  House.  Let's  do  the  right 
thing  and  adopt  this  resolution  so  that 
corrective  action  can  be  taken  immedi¬ 
ately  and  we  can  hopefully  avoid  such 
embarrassments  In  the  future. 

□  1550 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time,  and,  out  of  respect  and 
comity  to  the  socialist  Democrat  side 
of  the  aisle.  I  yield  10  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  CMr.  Hamil¬ 
ton]. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
wonder  if  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
CMr.  McEwsh)  would  yield  to  some  of 
the  other  Members  on  his  side. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
do  that. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  6  minutes  to  the 
ranking  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Rules,  the  gentleman  from  New  York 
(Mr.  SolomonI. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr. 
McEwknJ  for  yielding  this  time  to  me. 
Let  me  commend  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio,  one  of  the  most  astute  Members 
of  this  House  when  it  comes  to  the 
very  complicated  rules  of  the  House, 
on  offering  this  privileged  resolution 
regarding  an  unauthorized  and 
misreprasentatlve  court  intervention 
by  a  House  employee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  it  seems  to  me  that  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  (Mr.  McEwswl 
hu  put  his  finger  on  two  very  impor¬ 
tant  iwffcMntjftwi  issues  in  this  resolu- 
ti«i,  one  relating  to  unauthorised  in¬ 
vestigations.  and  the  other  relating  to 
mJarapreeentiitir  the  position  of  the 
House  in  a  judicial  proceeding 

Mr.  FASCSLL.  Mr.  Bposksr.  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  te  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  (Mr.  Fascbll]. 
my  very  good  friend. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  (Mr.  Solo¬ 
mon!  and  the  gentleman  who  preceded 
htan  have  used  some  very  strong  lan¬ 
guage  on  allegations  which  lay  the 
predicate  for  this  resolution  a 

privilege.  1  Just  wanted  to  point  out 
that  on  Che  record  those  feels  ire  not 
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truly  bcUevs  they  are.  I  do  not 
any  aspegskms  on  the  centleman.  I  be- 
Ueve  theee  aettane  are  tn  violation  of 
the  rules  of  the  Home,  and  I  Intend  to 
prove  it  here  in  a  few  mtmitas 

Mr.  FABGKLLb  I  appreciate  that.  I 
just  wanted  to  be  clear  at  this  point 
that,  first,  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Affairs  to  duly  constituted:  second.  I 
was  duly  elected  chairman  of  that 
third,  that  1  directed  and 
authorised  my  tenoral  counsel  to  do 
what  he  did  under  my  direction. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  1  do  not  know 
about  the  last  one.  but  I  can  certainly 
attest  to  the  first  two  because  1  served 
with  the  centleman  for  6  yean.  I  cer¬ 
tainly  know  he  to  a  very  rood  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  just  wanted  to  get  it  straight 
that  it  to  one  thing  to  allege 
sentatlon  and  lack  of  authority. 

Is  a  factual  matter.  I  Just  wanted  to 
here  as  chairman  to  take  the  responsi¬ 
bility  to  say  to  the  House,  to  my  dto- 
.  tingulshed  colleagues  who  are  support¬ 
ing  this  resolution,  “You  don't  need  an 
inquiry.  I  authorized  what  was  done. 
It  was  my  staff  member  who  did  It 
under  my  direction. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  8peaker.  if  that 
is  the  case,  I  would  say  the  gentleman 
probably  erred,  but  certainly  he  would 
not  have  if  he  knew  better. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  One  more  thing. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  will  read  the  letter  in  the 
Rxcoao  so  1  do  not  have  to  read  It.  it 
does  not  request  the  judge  to  reduce 
the  sentence. 

Now  the  gentleman  who  spoke 
before  said  this  was  a  direct  request  to 
reduce  the  sentence. 

Mr.  SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  my  very  good  friend,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida  [Mr.  FasckxxI.  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  For¬ 
eign  Affairs  who  I  have  the  greatest 
respect  for,  and  his  staff  as  well. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  let  me 
point  out  here  that  by  request  of  the 
chairman  of  the  committee  I  would 
like  to  have  inserted  Into  the  Record 
at  this  point  a  letter  in  which  It  says, 
“I  would,  therefore,  request  that  Mr. 
Stoffberg’s  cooperation  be  taken  into 
consideration  by  you  in  the  determina¬ 
tion  of  his  sentence."  which  is  the  pur- 


Mr.  StefflMrg  has  i 
.  .  wewd  by  i 

He  bss  also  agrestf  to  tesUfy  at  say  < 
dosed  CoograsWonal  bea 
requeued  to  do  so.  Our 
tains  to  tbs  quertton  whether  the  62  Ameri¬ 
cans  taken  captive  in  Iran  were  held  peat 
the  election  of  lttO  in  violation  of  any  UA 
laws.  This  brae  to  commonly  referred  to  ae 
the  "October  Surprise." 

Although  Mr.  Stoffberg's  cooperation  may 
not  lead  to  any  criminal  action,  the  informa¬ 
tion  which  he  baa  voluntarily  provided  to  us 
baa  already  been  helpful  and.  to  some 
extent,  has  been  corroborated  by  other  evi¬ 
dence.  I  would,  therefore,  request  that  Mr. 
Stoffberg>s  cooperation  be  taken  Into  con¬ 
sideration  by  you  In  the  determination  of 
his  sentence. 

I  would  be  pleaaed  to  discuss  the  matter  of 
Mr.  Stoffberg's  cooperation  with  you  or 
your  law  dark  at  any  time  before  Mr.  Stoff¬ 
berg's  sentencing. 

Sincerely  yours. 

R.  SraicsR  Olxvsb. 

Chief 

SOLOMON.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
claiming  my  time,  let  me  read  the 
Judge’s  answer  to  that  letter.  It  says, 
quote.  “I  treat  It  as  the  equivalent  of  a 
request  for  a  downward  departure. 
The  guidelines  do  not  provide  for  re¬ 
quest  by  Congress  or  by  the  court." 

My  problem  with  this  concerns  the 
fact  that  we  have  to  operate  under  the 
rules  of  the  House.  After  all.  that  is 
what  we  swear  we  will  do. 

List  year  I  was  asked  by  our  Repub¬ 
lican  leader  to  research  and  report  on 
a  very  similar  instance  in  which  a 
House  committee  chairman  requested 
information  in  what  he  claimed  was  a 
committee  investigation,  even  though 
it  had  not  been  formally  authorized  by 
the  committee  involved.  In  effect  it 
was  a  unilateral  inquiry  by  the  chair¬ 
man  of  one  of  our  committees.  The 
conclusion  of  that  research  into  House 
rules  and  precedents  was  that  a  com¬ 
mittee's  investigation  must  be  author¬ 
ized  by  a  committee. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  was  not  done  in 
this  instance:  the  chairman  is  here, 
and  he  will  say  so. 

Committee  Investigative  authority  is 
derived  from  House  rule  XI,  clause 
1(b),  which  reads  as  follows: 

Each  committee  to  authorised  at  any  time 
to  conduct  such  Investigations  and  studies 
as  it  may  consider  Tierssssry  or  appropriate 
in  the  exercise  of  Its  responsibilities  under 
rule  X  •  •  •. 


As  < 
the  t 

Urn  purpose  of  the*  i 
abolish  the  custom  of 

Wo  today  are  trying  to  do 
away  with  thorn  one  man  subcommit¬ 
tees  out  of  fairness, 

For  that  reason,  Mr.  Speaker,  no¬ 
where  do  House  rates  penult  a  com¬ 
mittee  to  delegate  to  a  chairman  the 
authority  to  initiate  and  conduct  an 
investigation.  It  to  not  allowed  under 
the  rules  of  this  House.  Under  the 
rules  it  to  the  committee  that  must  de¬ 
termine  whether  an  investigation  is 
necessary  or  to  appropriate  in  the  ex¬ 
ercise  of  that  responsibility. 

So.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  does  not  matter 
in  the  present  case  whether  the  chair- 
Committee  on  Foreign  Af- 
for  one  of  Its  subcommittee  chair- 
claimed  to  have  approved  the 
'chief  counsel's  letter.  Neither  peraon 
is  competent  under  House  rales  to 
have  the  authority  to  authorise  the  in¬ 
vestigation  which  the  letter  purports 
to  now  going  on.  Nor.  for  that  matter, 
can  the  full  committee,  or  any  sub¬ 
committee  chairman,  act  on  behalf  of 
the  committee,  or  the  House,  in  inter¬ 
vening  in  a  judicial  proceeding. 

House  rules  are  quite  explicit:  The 
House  must  approve,  for  Instance,  the 
enforcement  of  subpoenas  or  con¬ 
tempt  citations  in  the  courts.  And  with 
respect  to  the  granting  of  immunity  to 
a  witness  before  a  House  committee  or 
subcommittee  in  exchange  for  testimo¬ 
ny,  which  is  similar  to  what  is  happen¬ 
ing  in  this  instance,  a  two-thirds  com¬ 
mittee  vote  is  required  to  request  that 
kind  of  a  court  order. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hamilton),  my  good 
friend  who  I  served  with  for  years  on 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs,  in 
a  letter  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  HtdsI  attempts  to  justify  this 
court  Intervention  by  the  committee 
chief  counsel  on  the  grounds  that  such 
letters  are  routinely  provided  by  con¬ 
gressional  committee  counsels  and 
others. 

□  1600 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  It  to  one  thing 
for  Members  to  write  as  individuals 
vouching  for  the  character  of  a  person 
involved  in  a  sentencing  procedure.  I 
have  done  that  myself  and  I  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  do  that.  But  It  to  quite  an¬ 
other  matter  for  a  chairman  or  coun- 
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sal  to  write  on  behalf  of  a  committee 
Investigation  which  has  never  been  au¬ 
thorized  by  the  committee.  This  one 
never  has  been  authorized  by  the  com¬ 
mittee.  That  Is  a  very  Important  dif¬ 
ference,  and  it  does  raise  some  very  se¬ 
rious  questions  about  the  rules  of  this 
House. 

In  conclusion.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  privilege  raised  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McEwxn]  goes  to 
the  very  heart  of  this  Institution’s 
rights,  its  dignity,  and  Its  integrity. 
The  perception  that  this  House  is 
somehow  springing  violent  criminals 
from  jail  in  exchange  for  testimony  of 
dubious  value  will  not  sit  well  with  the 
American  people  and  do  great  harm  to 
this  body's  reputation.  God  knows,  we 
have  done  enough  harm  to  it  in  recent 
months. 

This  resolution  simply  calls  on  the 
Speaker’s  bipartisan  legal  advisory 
group  to  look  into  the  matter  and  get 
back  to  us  with  its  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  so  that  we  might  avoid 
any  repetition  of  such  unauthorized, 
and  I  will  repeat  myself,  misrepresen- 
tative  court  interventions  in  the 
future. 

Now.  I  would  say  to  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Fascell],  that  ex¬ 
plains  our  position. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  hear 
the  gentleman's  position. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Murtha).  Does  the  gentleman  from 
Indiana  [Mr.  Hamilton]  wish  to  seek 
time? 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  may 
I  inquire  how  much  time  the  gentle¬ 
man  has  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Thirty- 
six  and  one-half  minutes. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  my 
understanding  was  that  the  debate 
here  was  for  40  minutes  and  that  they 
were  to  have  30  minutes  and  we  were 
to  have  10  minutes.  Do  I  misunder¬ 
stand? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Under 
the  rule  the  gentleman  was  recognized 
for  1  hour,  but  he  may  want  to  yield 
back  some  time. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  may 
I  inquire  of  the  gentleman,  was  there 
not  an  understanding? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  be 
pleased  to  do  whatever  is  most  accom¬ 
modating  to  the  gentleman.  How 
much  time  does  he  desire? 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  I  appreciate  the 
gentleman’s  willingness  to  accommo¬ 
date.  It  was  my  understanding  that  he 
was  going  to  take  30  minutes, ,  and 
mine*  he  controls  the  time,  he  was 
going  to  yield  10  minutes.  That  Is  ac¬ 
ceptable  to  us.  I  think  I  can  say  what  I 
want  to  say  In  10  minutes. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Then  the  gentleman 
has  no  other  speakers,  and  I  should  go 
ahead  and  consume  the  rest  of  my 
time? 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  We  have  no 
others.  _ 

*f  Mr.  McEWEN.  I  will  do  my  utmost 
to  hold  those  within  30  minutes.' 


Mr.  HAMILTON.  If  the  gentleman 
would  yield.  I  would  prefer  that  my 
time  be  toward  the  end.  I  realize  the 
gentleman  has  the  right  to  close. 

Mr.  McEWEN.  I  will  go  ahead  and 
consume  my  time,  if  I  may. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield  5  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Liv¬ 
ingston]. 

(Mr.  LIVINGSTON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
appreciate  the  gentleman  yielding.  I 
think  that  by  now  the  gentleman  on 
the  other  side  must  understand  that 
this  incident  is  very  troubling  to  a 
number  of  us.  I  applaud  the  gentle¬ 
man's  resolution.  I  support  it.  I  believe 
that  if  this  resolution  is  struck  down  it 
sets  a  very,  very  dangerous  precedent 
for  all  of  us  in  this  body  in  the  future. 

I  will  go  further  than  other  speakers 
and  say  that  throughout  my  career  in 
the  U.S.  Congress,  as  a  former  pros¬ 
ecutor  before  I  came  here.  I  have  tried 
to  keep  my  hands  off  the  Judicial  proc¬ 
ess.  I  have  tried  not  to  interfere  m  the 
sentencing  procedures  after  a  person 
was  convicted  of  a  crime,  because  I  did 
not  believe  that  the  legislative  branch 
should  intermingle  with  the  judicial 
branch,  and  I  did  not  believe  that  the 
administration  of  justice  was  properly 
served  if  Members  of  Congress  inter¬ 
ceded  on  behalf  of  people  charged 
with  having  broken  the  law.  I  think 
that  is  probably  a  pretty  good  rule. 

I  think  Members  of  Congress  should 
not  be  contacting  a  judge  at  sentenc¬ 
ing  time.  Not  only  does  it  tend  to 
interfere  with  the  administration  of 
justice  as  public  officials  impose  their 
own  viewpoints  on  otherwise  impartial 
judges,  but  it  protects  the  Member  of 
Congress.  It  protects  the  public  offi¬ 
cial. 

If  one  does  not  call  up  a  judge  or  if 
one  does  not  send  a  letter  in  support 
of  a  convict,  one  cannot  find  out  that 
he  has  done  something  improper.  One 
cannot  read  about  it  in  the  newspaper. 
One  cannot  be  charged  with  unethical 
conduct,  if  in  fact  the  person  that  is 
free  commits  some  horrible  offense. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  one  second? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  would  be 
happy  to  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Is  it  not  true  that 
the  letter  is  spread  on  the  Rsoou? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  The  letter  is  on 
the  Record. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Is  It  not  true  that 
the  judge  Is  the  person  who  makes  the 
decision? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  It  is  true.  sir. 
The  gentleman  is  correct.  In  fact,  the 
sentencing  guidelines  provide  that  law 
enforcement  officials  or  family  can 
write  the  Judge  a  letter  at  any  time. 
The  guidelines,  though,  do  not  say 
that  a  Member  of  Congress  or  a 
member  of  the  staff  of  the  Congress 
can  write  letters.  In  fact,  if  you  read 
the  entire  guidelines,  they  imply  that 
we  should  not  be  writing. 
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I  am  concerned  that  once  we  start, 
once  any  Member  of  Congress,  once 
any  staff  member  of  any  committee 
starts  writing  letters  to  Judges  saying. 
"Let  this  guy  out  early."  and  "Let  that 
guy  out  early."  and  the  Judges  start 
saying.  "Well,  if  the  Congress  controls 
my  salary,  maybe  I  had  better  pay  at¬ 
tention  to  them."  then  I  think  we  are 
In  big  trouble,  and  the  judicial  process, 
the  criminal  process  of  this  country  is 
In  danger  when  officials  can  tamper 
with  the  judicial  system,  and  in  this 
case  that  is  exactly  what  happened.  I 
know  that  he  never  intended  this  to 
happen.  But  his  is  a  situation  in  which 
a  staffer,  without  benefit  of - 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
will  not  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  must 
ask  that  the  words  be  taken  down.  I 
have  let  this  thing  go  far  enough  on 
these  wild  allegations.  Let  us  get  into  a 
debate  on  the  subject  matter. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  the 
gentleman  asking  that  the  words  be 
taken  down? 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Yes.  I  am.  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  words. 

Does  the  gentleman  wish  to  with¬ 
draw  the  words? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  I 
cannot  debate  this  issue  on  the  floor, 
perhaps  I  should  withdraw  It,  because 
I  do  not  want  to  spend  the  Members’ 
time  on  this  issue.  I  do  not  know  what 
it  Is  I  am  alleged  to  have  said. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  ask  unanimous  consent 
to  withdraw  his  words? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Which  words, 
Mr.  Speaker? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  will  suspend  until  the  clerk 
reports  the  words. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  words. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  can 
refresh  his  memory.  His  words  were: 
tampering  with  the  judicial  system. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
Insist  that  the  words  be  left  on  the 
record  because  that  is  exactly  what 
happened  in  this  instance. 

□  1610 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr. 
Murtha).  The  Members  will  suspend. 
The  Clerk  will  report  the  words. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows.  . 

The  criminal  Justice  of  this  country  is  in 
danger  when  elected  of  fir  Isle  ran  temper 
wtth  the  Judicial  system.  And  In  this  case, 
that  is  exactly  what  happened. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Chair  will  rule  that  since  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Louisiana  is  generically 
speaking  and  not  specifically  alleging 
improper  conduct  by  any  individual 
Member,  the  words  are  in  order,  in  the 
context  of  this  resolution. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
since  this  is- coming  out  of  mjb tlrae»  I 
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to  get  a  few 

at  of  tte 


The  SPEAKER  pro  tenipore.  The 
at  la  controlled,  he  the  genMamn 
m  Ohte  IMr.MdmX 
Mr.  UVmOSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  In 
refer  that  the  gentleman  might  be 

^nefendkoCSicterifet^ tea, ^jjafl^cliaZ.*^  I  wfll 

at ohjnctioa.  ttroiScsimwlll  be oor> 

XtMdL 

Mr.  FASCSLLt  Me  Speaker,  reset* 
v  the  right  to  objnet,  that  fe  not 
hat  1  am  objecting  to.  Aa  a  matter  of 
nnciple.  1  do  not  want  anybody  inter- 
ering  In  the  courts  either.  But  to  my 
nis  case  represents  a  tampering  with 
le  judicial  system.  I  find  highly  of- 
mshre  and  highly  irregular.  When 
3U  do  something  on  the  record  that  is 
srmisaible  to  be  done,  you  are  not 
unpenxur.  You  may  disagree  with  it, 
it  it  is  not  tampering. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
as  about  to  explain  why  I  believe 
hat  it  is.  I  would  like  to  get  into  the 
Acts  on  this  case. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is 
here  objection  to  the  request  of  the 
entleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Lrv- 

NGSTOIV}? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  With- 
ut  objection,  the  word  “elected”  will 
e  removed  from  the  Record. 

PAUIAMBrTAST  XKOITZXT 

Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  have 
*  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
'entleman  will  state  it. 

Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  the 
entleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr.  Lrv- 
NGsrojf  ]  said  later,  after  the  motion 
-as  made,  that  he  specifically  meant 
n  this  case.  I  would  like  to  take  his 
vords  down  on  that  and  see  if  he  was 
.ot  specifically  referring  to  the  gentle- 
nan. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  if 
he  gentleman  from  South  Carolina 
Mr.  Derrick]  Is  asking  for  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry.  1  do  not  yield  for 
hose  purposes  right  now.  I  would  like 
:o  proceed. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Debate 
nas  intervened.  In  the  regular  order. 
:he  gentleman  from  Louisiana  [Mr. 
Livimisroiy)  may  proceed. 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
what  we  have  here  is  a  situation  where 
an  unelected  staffer,  either  with  au¬ 
thority  of  Members  of  Congress  or 
not,  writes  a  UJS.  district  Judge  and 
tells  him  that  a  gun  runner  has  coop¬ 
erated  in  the  past  and  is  likely  to  coop¬ 
erate  in  the  future,  and  that  that  set 
of  facts  or  sequence  of  circumstances 
should  be  considered  in  the  final  sen¬ 
tencing: 

Mr.  Speaker,  as  I  understand  it.  Mr. 
Stoffberg.  the  gun  runner,  vu  already 
under  the  Federal  sentencing  guide¬ 
lines  subject  to  get  between  8  and  14 
months  in  prison  for  his  conviction. 


Tte  uncfected  staffer  did  not  have  a 
vote  In  the  subcommittee,  lie  did  not 
hero  a  rote  from  tte  f  uB  coromtttro, 
he  did  not  have  a  cote  from  tte  Honro; 
he  did  net  have  a  vote  from  tte 
Senate,  he  did  not  here  a  rote  from 
tte  Prosktent  at  tte  United  States. 

AH  he  did  waa.  with  tte  mantle  at 
authority  vested  in  him  by  some  ms- 
named  and  andferferod  Marnier  of 
Cnngrsaa,  write  a  Federal,  judge  and 
say  consider  what  this  convicted,  ialon 
has  dsn*  and  let  hfec  oat  cart?  tf  yea 
can. 

The  judge  then  took  this  letter  of 
authority  from  a  staffer  of  the  UK 
Congress  and  said,  “Well,  if  the  Con¬ 
gress  ia  interested  in  this  man,  I  will 
not  sentence  him  according  to  the 
guide!  inea  between  8  and  14  months.  I 
will  now,  since  he  has  already  served 
just  over  8  months,  sentence  him 
under  a  lower  guideline,”  which  pro¬ 
vided  for  mitigation  of  sentences,  and 
he  let  him  out  right  away. 

Now.  the  man  was  released.  Here 
was  a  fellow  convicted  of  violating  the 
UJS.  law.  possession  of  guns,  and  he 
was  released. 

I  do  not  worry  about  this  guy.  I  am 
sure  he  Is  back  in  South  Africa  now. 
because  he  was  a  South  African.  He  is 
probably  long  gone: 

But  what  does  thb  say  for  the 
future?  If  this  case  is  allowed  to  stand, 
who  is  going  to  let  out  the  next  mur¬ 
derer,  who  is  going  to  let  out  the  next 
rapist,  because  they  “might”  give  valu¬ 
able  information  to  the  United  States 
Congress? 

Why  doesn't  the  UJS.  Congress  stand 
accountable  for  the  lawlessness  and 
for  the  problems  that  face  this  coun¬ 
try.  when  we  violate  our  own  laws? 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  thank 
the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  first  I  am  sure  that  the 
gentleman  must  have  heard  the  distin¬ 
guished  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs  say  here  on  the 
record  that  he,  in  fact,  authorized  the 
staff  member  to  do  what  he  did. 

Second,  I  wonder  if  the  gentleman  is 
aware  of  the  fact  that  the  assistant 
UA  attorney  at  the  sentencing  proce¬ 
dure  told  the  judge  that  he  had  no  ob¬ 
jection  to  the  defendant  being  given 
time  served,  so  that  that  letter  had  no 
relevance  as  far  as  the  U.S.  attorney 
was  concerned? 

Mr.  LIVINGSTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  re¬ 
claiming  my  time.  I  will  tell  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Weiss]  the 
assistant  U.S.  attorney  did  object,  con¬ 
trary  to  the  assertions  in  the  letter  of 
the  gentleman  from  Indiana  (Mr. 
Haioltoii). 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  have  a  letter  which 
I  would  like  to  Introduce  in  the 
Record  at  this  time  from  Mr.  Lee 
Rawls,  another  assistant  UB.  attorney 
general,  which  says  in  effect,  “Any 
charaeterfeaUon  of  the  Department’s 
position  as  having  —feta  d  Mr.  Oliver 


in  this  matter,  or  rotate  no  objection. 

Tte  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  It 
them  objection  to  tte  request  of  tte 
gentleman  from  Louisiana  (Mr.  I*w- 

Tteir  waa  no  ol  jeetfon. 

The  text  of  the  letter  referred  to  is 
aa  follows: 


Member  ol  Go—  Wmkingtam,  DC. 

Dear  Oununus  Hxbk  This  letter  re¬ 
sponds  to  your  request  that  we  inform  you 
of  the  illsnisrinns  between  the  Department 
of  Jin  Hus  and  a  naanitaltw  of  thcHbme 
Committee  on  Forefen  Affairs,  H.  8ptncer 
Oliver,  so— nr  Mr  Oliver's  January  18. 
1982.  letter  to  Jodse  Jack  R.  Weinstein  of 
the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  New  York  in  the  matter 
of  the  sentencing  of  91  CR  S24  (JRW1  in 
United  States  r.  Dtrk  Staffberv. 

I  have  been  informed  that  there  were  con¬ 
versations  between  an  Assistant  United 
States  Attorney  <  AQSA)  in  the  Office  of  the 
Unified  States  Attorney  far  the  Eastern  Dis¬ 
trict  of  New  York  and  Mr.  Oliver  on  the  9th 
and  10th  of  January  1992,  concerning  Mr. 
Oliver's  Intention  to  send  a  letter  to  Judge 
Weinstein.  The  AUSA  contacted  Mr.  Oliver 
after  the  defense  attorney  informed  Judge 
Weinstein  on  several  occasions  by  letter  and 
in  court  that  the  defense  counsel  anticipat¬ 
ed  that  Counsel  for  the  House  Foreign  Af¬ 
fairs  Committee  would  provide  the  Judge 
with  a  letter  concerning  Mr.  Stoffberg's  co¬ 
operation.  The  AUSA  was  concerned  that 
the  letter  from  the  Committee  Counsel  not 
be  misinterpreted  as  a  letter  falling  under 
Sec.  5K1.1  of  the  Sentencing  Guidelines 
which  provides  that  upon  motion  by  the 
prosecutor  .  .  stating  that  the  defend¬ 
ant  haa  provided  substantial  assistance  in 
investigation  or  prosecution  of  another 
person  who  has  committed  an  offense .  . 
the  court  can  downwardly  depart  from  the 
otherwise  applicable  guideline  range  and 
thus  reduce  a  defendant's  sentence. 

Initially,  the  AUSA  was  concerned  that 
the  Committee  waa  interjecting  Itself  Into 
an  unconnected  federal  criminal  case  with¬ 
out  any  investigation  of  Mr.  Stoffberg's 
background  or  the  crime  for  which  he  had 
been  convicted  in  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York.  In  addition,  the  AUSA  waa  con¬ 
cerned  that  Mr.  Stoffberg  had  merely  been 
Interviewed  on  one  occasion  and  that  only  a 
cursory  effort  had  been  made  to  corroborate 
the  information  which  had  apparently  been 
provided  Mr.  Oliver.  Finally,  the  AUSA  was 
concerned  that  if  the  letter  tracked  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  Sec.  5K1.1  without  the  Juris¬ 
dictional  requirement  for  such  a  letter 
having  been  met,  it  would  place  the  United 
States  Attorney’s  Office  in  the  position  of 
having  to  object  to  It. 

In  the  initial  contact  with  Mr.  Oliver.  MV. 
Oliver  suggested  that  the  United  States  At¬ 
torney’s  Office  had  attempted  to  frustrate 
the  Committee's  efforts  by  having  Mr. 
Stoffberg's  place  of  incarceration  changed 
to  one  inconvenient  to  him.  Mr.  Oliver  was 
assured  that  the  UB.  Attorney's  Office  had 
played  no  role  in  that  matter.  The  AUSA 
then  turned  to  the  prospective  letter  from 
Mr.  Oliver  to  the  Judge  and  cautioned  that 
It  was  inappropriate  for  a  letter  from  Con¬ 
gress  to  track  the  language  of  Sec.  5K1.1. 

On  January  10. 1992.  Mr.  Oliver  was  agate 
contacted  by  the  AUSA  and  after  discussing 
the  matter,  Mr.  Oltats  agreed  te  provide  a 
draft  of  hta  tetter  to  Judqa  Wetnslels,  which 
was  then  faxed  to  the  United  States  Attor- 
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ney't  office.  Mr.  Oliver  then  made  one 
minor  modification  in  the  letter  requested 
by  the  AU8A,  indicating  that  the  Informa¬ 
tion  provided  had  been  corroborated  to 
some  extent.  Otherwise,  however,  the  letter 
as  sent  to  the  Court  remained  unchanged 
and  Included  language  tracking  Sec.  5KI.1— 
which  the  AUSA  objected  to.  but  which  Mr. 
Oliver  indicated  was  in  the  Committees 
view  not  only  appropriate  but  had  been  ap¬ 
proved  by  high-ranking  members  of  Con¬ 
gress. 

At  the  January  14th  sentencing  hearing, 
the  United  States  Attorney's  Office  argued 
that  as  a  matter  of  law  Mr.  Oliver's  letter 
did  not  qualify  as  a  motion  pursuant  to  Sec. 
5K1.1  and  should  be  considered  by  the 
Court  only  In  fixing  an  appropriate  sen¬ 
tence  within  the  guideline  range  of  8-14 
months.  The  Court,  however,  ruled  that 
while  only  the  prosecution  can  move  under 
Sec.  5K1.1.  Mr.  Oliver's  letter  was  in  effect  a 
Congressional  request  for  clemency  under 
Guideline  Sec.  5K2.0.  Judge  Weinstein,  over 
the  government's  objection,  made  a  down¬ 
ward  departure  in  the  guideline  range  to  2-8 
months  and  ordered  Stoffberg's  release 
since  he  had  already  served  8>*  months. 

This  matter  was  appropriately  handled  by 
the  Office  of  the  United  States  Attorney  for 
Eastern  District  of  New  York.  Any  charac¬ 
terization  of  the  Department  s  position  as 
having  assisted  Mr.  Oliver  tn  this  matter,  or 
raising  no  objection,  is  disingenuous.  While 
any  citizen  has  the  right  to  communicate 
with  a  Federal  Judge,  the  AUSA  correctly 
asserted  that  only  the  Executive  Branch  law 
enforcement  community  is  covered  by  the 
provisions  of  Sec.  SK1.1  of  the  Sentencing 
Guidelines. 

I  trust  that  this  letter  is  responsive  to 
your  request. 

Sincerely. 

W.  Lex  Rawls. 

Assistant  Attorney  General. 

Mr.  WEISS.  Mr.  Speaker,  they  did 
not  object  to  the  time  served  provi¬ 
sion.  _ 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  may  I 
ask  how  much  time  I  have  remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McEwdv) 
haa  consumed  20  minutes. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  how 
much  time  does  the  gentleman  have 
remaining? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  McEwdv] 
has  10  minutes  remaining,  according 
to  the  prior  agreement  that  was  made. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  may 
I  say  to  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McEwdv)  our  understanding  is  the 
gentleman  1s  going  to  take  30  minutes, 
and  we  will  take  10  minutes.  Is  that 
the  understanding  of  the  gentleman? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  intend 
to  reserve  at  least  5  minutes  for  my 
own  time  to  close  debate. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  may 
I  ask  the  gentleman  if  I  may  take  my 
time  immediately  preceding  his  ft  min¬ 
utes?  _ 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
will  be  fine.  I  will  rely  upon  the  Speak¬ 
er  to  inform  me  when  I  have  5  minutes 
remaining. 

PABLIAMXirrAXT  ZMQUXST 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
have  a  parliamentary  inquiry. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Does 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 


McEwdv)  yield  for  a  parliamentary  in¬ 
quiry? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  think 
it  is  up  to  the  Chair. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
always  hear  statements  on  the  other 
side  about  fairness  and  evenhanded* 
ness.  If  I  may  clarify  my  understand¬ 
ing  of  the  time  the  gentleman  had  for 
his  motion,  how  did  the  gentleman 
divide  the  time? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  divid¬ 
ed  the  time,  which  is  completely 
within  my  authority  as  a  privileged 
motion,  to  the  maximum  requested  by 
the  Democrats.  I  would  be  pleased  to 
establish  that  as  precedent  for  the  rest 
of  this  Congress. 

Mr.  GEJDENSON.  Mr.  Speaker, 
would  the  gentleman  like  to  give  us 
more  time? 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
gentleman  desires  more.  I  will  be  will¬ 
ing  to  amend  the  request  because  we 
have  nothing  to  hide  and  nothing  to 
fear  from  free  and  open  debate. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  California  [Mr.  Cox). 

Mr.  COX  of  California.  Mr.  Speaker. 

I  thank  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McEwdv]  for  yielding  and  commend 
him  on  his  courage  in  bringing  this  to 
the  floor.  This  is  serious  business. 

Later  during  the  course  of  business 
in  this  House  we  will  debate  and  vote 
upon  the  question  whether  to  author¬ 
ize  an  investigation  into  the  so-called 
October  Surprise  and  whether  to  au¬ 
thorize  the  expenditure  of  taxpayer 
funds  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  has  not  happened 
yet.  Yet  we  learn  that  majority  staff 
on  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
has  already  commenced  this  investiga¬ 
tion.  and  we  are  not  certain  based  on 
representations  from  the  majority  side 
whether  this  has  been  done  with  the 
authorization  of  majority  Members  of 
Congress  or  not.  But  we  know  for  a 
fact  that  no  investigation  has  yet  been 
authorized,  that  debate  has  not  taken 
place  in  committee  or  on  the  floor  of 
this  House,  and,  as  a  consequence,  this 
Is  a  renegade  investigation. 

The  majority  staff  has  pretended  to 
the  status  of  the  Congress  itself.  The 
chief  counsel  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Affairs  has  fooled  the  UK. 
district  court  into  thinking  he,  a 
Democratic  committee  staffer,  repre¬ 
sented  the  committee  itself.  Let  me 
quote  from  his  letter.  It  Is  on  letter¬ 
head  that  states  at  the  top  “102d  Con¬ 
gress,  Congress  of  the  United  States, 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs.  House 
of  Representatives,  Washington.  DC/* 
Dear  Judge  Weinstein:  Mr.  Dirk 
Francois  Stoffberg**— the  convicted 
gun  runner — “has  to  date  provided  the 
House  of  Representatives  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs**— and  that  is,  of 
course,  not  the  case,  they  provided  it 
to  the  staffer— “with  substantial  as¬ 
sistance  in  an  ongoing  investigation.** 
•*Our  investigation  pertains  to  the 
question  whether  the  ft2  Americans 
taken  captive  in  Iran  were  held  past 
the  election  of  lftftO  in  violation  of  any 


UK.  laws.  This  issue  is  comroor 
ferred  to  as  the  October  Surpris- 
This  is.  of  course,  the  invests 
that  we  will  soon  debate,  whetl 
authorize  it. 

I  would,  therefore,  request  th£ 
Stoffberg's  cooperation  be  taker 
consideration  by  you  in  the  deten 
tion  of  his  sentence. 

T  would  be  pleased  to  discus; 
matter  of  Mr.  Stoffberg's  cooper 
with  you/*  which,  of  course,  occu 
Now.  there  is  some  question  a 
whether  this  was  a  request  for  i 
ductlon  in  sentence.  The  judge,  in 
first  page  of  his  order,  says,  and  1 
quoting  Judge  Weinstein  now. 
case  poses  the  question,  can  a  req; 
for  clemency  by  Congress  suppoi 
downward  departure,  in  other  wore 
reduction,  in  the  sentence." 

□  1620 

The  judge  in  his  opinion  expres 
treated  this  intervention  by  a  congr 
sional  staffer  as  an  official  request 
clemency  by  the  Congress. 

The  Legal  Times  says  that  this  is  i 
solutely  unprecedented,  their  wo 
"unprecedented/*  So  who  1s  this  co 
victed  criminal  that  has  been  sprun 
Who  is  this  felon,  this  intemation 
gun  runner? 

He  conspired  to  bring  over  a  thoi 
sand  weapons  into  Chile  in  violation  c 
United  States  laws  and.  according  t 
articles  in  the  press,  he  may  be  part  o 
a  crack  hit  squad  involved  in  interna 
tional  assassination. 

He  fought  extradition.  Our  agents 
United  States  Government  agents 
trapped  him  in  Germany.  He  fought 
the  extradition  back  to  New  York  at 
great  taxpayer  expense.  We  brought 
this  man  to  court.  His  lawyer  advised 
him  to  plead  guilty  because  the  evi¬ 
dence  against  him  was  so  overwhelm¬ 
ing.  And  as  a  result  of  this  interven¬ 
tion.  he  served  no  further  time  in  Jail. 

By  the  way.  he  refused  to  cooperate 
with  the  Department  of  Justice  and 
UK.  prosecutors  to  help  them  obtain 
convictions  against  the  other  conspira¬ 
tors. 

Partisan  ends  ought  not  justify  this 
kind  of  behavior.  The  partisan  end 
here,  of  course,  is  character  assassina¬ 
tion  against  President  Reagan. 

In  order  to  achieve  that  objective, 
majority  staff  has  pretended  to'  the 
status  of  investigators  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Justice,  the  article  3  branch 
itself  and  the  Congress  Itself.  Partisan 
politics  should  not  operate  for  the 
purpose  of  turning  violent  internation¬ 
al  criminals  loose. 

The  majority  has  lost  control  of  its 
staff.  This  institution  is  out  of  control. 
It  has  been  kiting  checks  through  the 
h«nir  dealing  cocaine  through  the 
post  office,  and  now  springing  danger¬ 
ous  international  criminals.  This  has 
got  to  stop.  t  . 

Mr.  McEWEN.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yields 
minutes  to  the  distinguished-  gentlei 
man  from  Illinois  IMri  Hyps). 
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iduini  «n  gfoen  per- 
iss Ion  to  icylse  ad  atead  his  re- 
jxku 

Mr.  HYDE.  Me.  Speaker.  I  think  Mr. 
liver  is  off  the  hook.  He  was  acting 
>  the  agent  oi  the  gentleman  from 
orlda  [Mr.  FaacszjJ.  What  he  did 
aa  authorised  by  the  chairman  of  the 
d  mmittee  on  Foreign  Affairs.  So  he 
certainly  not  culpable  of  anything. 
But  1  would  ask  the  gentleman  from 
orMa  CM r.  Paarwt  J  whether  he  be* 
:vee  in  comity,  whether  he  believes 
the  rules  of  the  House,  whether  he 
inks  it  is  appropriate  or  proper  for 
ie  person  unilaterally  to  authorise 
i  intervention  in  a.  criminal  case  for 
e  purpose  of  reducing  the  sentence 
a  convicted  felon  because  he  is 
ing  to  cooperate  or  has  cooperated 
th  whom,  not  the  Congress,  not  the 
mmittee.  but  with  the  gentleman 
pm  Florida  [Mr.  Fascell],  through 
i  agent. 

.'Tow,  in  the  Iran-Contra  hearings, 
e  gentleman  will  remember,  when 
granted  immunity  we  voted  on  it. 
.at  was  a  question,  should  we  do 
should  we  not?  When  one  Inter¬ 
nes  in  an  ongoing  criminal  M,n.  does 
e  not  think  propriety,  comity  and 
sence  of  hypocrisy  would  dictate 
it  one  contact  the  gentleman  from 
chigan  [Mr.  Broomfield]?  I  do  not 
re  about  myself,  but  to  unilaterally 
yourself  determine  that  you  are  the 
ngress  and  you  have  the  authority 
send  your  counsel  in  and  intervene 
an  ongoing  criminal  case  without 
y  notice  to  us  makes  a  mockery  of 
partisanship. 

t  is  an  abuse  of  the  rules,  and  it  is 
;  gentleman  who  says  it  was  done 
der  his  authority.  Why  did  you  not 
n  the  letter?  Can  you  not  elevate  an 
erven t ion  into  a  criminal  sentence 
the  dignity  of  the  Member’s  signs- 
*e?  Did  the  staff  have  the  authority 
do  that? 

Evidently  you  have  given  it  to  them, 
-haps  nunc  pro  tunc,  perhaps  not.  I 
not  know. 

he  letter  does  not  say.  But  all  I 
pw  is  Mr.  Oliver  is  a  powerful  man.  I 
nder  what  kind  of  immunity  he 
Jited  to  this  person.  We  will  learn 
>ut  that  later. 

dr.  FASCELL-  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
ltleman  yield? 

It.  HYDE.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
m  Florida,  because  the  gentleman 
s  some  statements  to  make,  I  am 

-e. 

dr.  FASCELL.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  am 
d  the  gentleman  finally  picked  on 
neone  hktia. 

dr.  HYDE.  The  gentleman  Is  verti- 
iy  challenged,  and  1  am  gravltation- 
y  ehalWig— < 

dr.  FABCELL.  Mr.  Speaker,  if  the 
ltleman  win  continue  to  yield,  is  the 
mmittee  an  Foreign  Affairs  duly 
wtituted?  We  have  majority  staff.  I 
ve  never  been  through  this. 
dr.  HYDE.  And  there  are  Republi¬ 
cs  on  that  committee,  too.  I  know 
?  gentleman  forgets  that 


Mr:  FABCELL.  I  understand  that. 

You  want  me  to  run  your  staff  now? 
Are  you  going  to  give  me  that  author¬ 
ity? 

Mr.  HYDE.  I  just  want  to  know 
what  Is  going  on. 

Mr.  FASCELL.  AD  you  have  to  do  is 

Mr.  HYUL  Cnrakter  tills  an  ongoing 
inquiry  for  the  rest  of  this  tens,  is  to 
what  is  going  on. 

Me.  FA9CELL.  It  h  about  time  we 
hate  had  that  kind  of  bipardaan  offer. 

1  fust  wanted  to  point  out  that  aa  u 
preliminary  matter  their  testimony  is 
theses  The  task  force,  when  it  is  con¬ 
stituted.  wfH  decide  whether  or  not  it 
is  worth  a  deposition. 

Mr.  HYDEL  We  would  have  liked  the 
opportunity  to  decide  whether  or  not 
it  was  worth  a  reduction  In  his  sen¬ 
tence. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
yield  myself  such  time  as  I  may  con¬ 
sume. 

Mr.  Speaker,  we  really  had  scene  ex¬ 
traordinary  language  here  this  after¬ 
noon.  What  I  would  like  to  do  Is  to 
begin  with  ms  straight  a  statement  of 
the  facts  as  l  understand  them  and  as 
I  am  able  to  make  without  a  lot  of  pej¬ 
orative  language. 

Mr.  Speaker,  during  the  past  week,  a 
letter  written  by  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee  Chief  Counsel  Spencer  Oliver 
to  UA  District  Court  Judge  Jack  B. 
Weinstein  has  generated  controversy 
and  several  expressions  of  concern  by 
Members  of  the  minority. 

Congressman  Hyde  conveyed  to  me 
his  own  concerns  about  Mr.  Oliver's 
letter  in  a  letter  dated  January  27.  I 
responded  on  January  31.  With  his 
consent.  I  would  ask  that  our  corre¬ 
spondence  be  entered  into  the  Record 
at  this  point. 

I  would  like  to  try  to  explain  how 
the  letter  written  by  Mr.  Oliver  came 
to  be.  and  to  address  some  of  the  con¬ 
cerns  raised  by  Mr.  Http*  and  several 
of  our  colleagues. 

Members  of  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  have  been  operating  under 
uncertain  and  ambiguous  circum¬ 
stances  since  the  Speaker  announced  a 
formal  investigation  of  the  October 
Surprise  allegations  last  August,  and  it 
was  agreed  that  a  special  committee 
task  force  to  investigate  these  allega¬ 
tions  would  be  formed.  During  the 
past  6  months,  no  one  really  has  had 
the  power  to  act  for  the  task  force. 
Yet  information  concerning  these  alle¬ 
gations  has  continued  to  emerge  and 
Issues  clearly  within  the  Jurisdiction  of 
the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
have  arisen.  During  much  of  this 
period,  we  have  also  been  out  of  ses¬ 
sion. 

In  the  months  since  the  Speaker's 
announcement,  many  private  citizens 
have  approached  congressional  offices 
with  Information  they  claimed  sup¬ 
ported  or  refuted  key  October  Sur¬ 
prise  allegations.  A  large  amount  of 
this  unsolicited  material  has  come  to 
Members  and  staff  of  the  Committee 
on  Foreign  Affairs,  which  has  been 


publicly  Identified  as  the  home  of  the* 
proposed  House  task:  farce. 

Committee  members  and  staffers 
have  not  conducted  depositions  or 
taken  any  actions  that  should  only  be 
taken  by  a  fully  empowered  task  force 
People  approaching  the  committee 
have  usually  been  told  that  the  inf  or* 
ruction  they  provided  would  be  turned 
over  to  the  House  task  force,  when 
and  if  it  is  empowered. 

Spencer  Olives  ie  counsel  to  the 
Committee  an  Foreign  Affairs  and  baa 
served  as  a  contact  person  tor  informa¬ 
tion  relating  to  these  allegations.  In 
this  capacity.  Mr.  Oliver  has  been  ap¬ 
proach  ed  by  people  outside  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  with  Information  concerning 
these  allegations.  Mr.  Oliver  has 
spoken  to  me  periodically  about  infor¬ 
mation  he  Judged  important  or  time- 
sensitive. 

Late  last  November.  Mr.  Oliver  was 
contacted  by  the  attorney  represent¬ 
ing  Mr.  Dirk  Stoffberg.  a  South  Afri¬ 
can  in  detention,  before  trial  for  illegal 
surma  sales.  The  attorney  told  Mr. 
Oliver  that  Mr.  Stoffberg  had  infor¬ 
mation  relating  to  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  allegations  and  wanted  to  pass 
this  information  an  to  Congress. 

In  mid-December.  Mr.  Stoffberg's  at¬ 
torney  informed  Mr.  Oliver  that  Mr. 
Stoffberg  had  pled  guilty  and  might 
be  released  soon.  It  was  possible, 
therefore,  that  Mr.  Stoffberg  might  be 
out  of  Jail,  and  perhaps  out  of  the 
country— and  therefore  less  accessible 
to  congressional  investigators— before 
Congress  reconvened  and  a  House  task 
force  could  be  formally  empowered. 

In  view  of  this  time  constraint 
Chairman  Fascell  and  I  agreed  that 
Mr.  Oliver  should  talk  with  Mr.  Stoff¬ 
berg  before  his  release.  On  the  basis  of 
such  a  meeting,  the  House  task  force, 
should  it  be  empowered,  could  decide 
whether  a  formal  deposition  from  Mr. 
Stoffberg  would  be  necessary. 

Mr.  Oliver  met  wtth  Mr.  Stoffberg 
on  two  occasions.  The  first  meeting 
took  place  on  December  26.  199  L  Mr. 
Stoffberg  told  Mr.  Oliver  that  he  met 
William  Casey  In  London  in  the 
summer  of  1980,  and  that  Mr.  Casey 
had  discussed  the  hostages  and  had 
sought  Mr.  Stoffberg's  assistance  in 
arranging  an  arms  deal  with  Iran. 
About  10  days  later,  Mr.  Stoffberg's 
attorney  sent  to  Mr.  Oliver  documents 
which,  I  am  told,  appear  to  corrobo¬ 
rate  some  of  Mr.  Stoffberg’s  state¬ 
ments  about  his  whereabouts  in  1980. 

On  January  10.  1992.  Mr.  Oliver 
briefed  me  on  the  information  Mr. 
Stoffberg  had  provided.  Mr.  Oliver 
also  told  me  that  Mr.  Stoffberg’s  at¬ 
torney  had  requested  that  a  letter  ex¬ 
plaining  Mr.  Stoffberg’s  cooperation 
with  the  committee  be  sent  to  U.S. 
District  Court  Judge  Jack  Weinstein, 
who  would  be  sentencing  Mr.  Stoff¬ 
berg.  Mr.  Oliver  discussed  the  appro¬ 
priateness  of  these  letters  wtth  experi¬ 
enced  outside  counsel,  including  Larry 
Bareella,  the  attorney  I  intend  to  ap¬ 
point  chief  counsel  for  the  task  force. 
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the  desirability  of  assisting  Congress 
in  its  important  work  where  there  is 
no  strong  conflict  of  interest  with  the 
court’s  sentencing  responsibilities, 
that  were  it  not  for  the  intervention  of 
Congress,  this  defendant  would  have 
been  sentenced  to  a  longer  term  of  im¬ 
prisonment  because  he  threatened  vio¬ 
lence  during  the  course  of  his  criminal 
activity. 

Mr.  Speaker,  that  is  the  cause  before 
us.  and  I  wish  to  indict  no  one.  I  wish 
to  make  sure  that  this  sort  of  activity 
does  not  sweep  over  us  again. 

Repeatedly  we  have  been  told,  and 
from  now  on  until  9  o'clock  tonight  we 
will  be  told  10.000  times  in  this  well 
that  this  investigation  has  never  been 
authorized.  We  need  a  select  task  force 
to  begin  an  October  Surprise  investi¬ 
gation  because  there  never  has  been 
one.  That  is  what  they  will  say  over 
the  next  3  to  4  hours,  and  yet  what  we 
have  heard  for  the  last  40  minutes  is 
that  indeed  there  was  one. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  will  insert  in  the 
Record  at  this  point  a  statement  by 
Mr.  William  Broomfield,  who  said: 

•  •  •  Let  me  say  that  to  my  knowledge  the 
Foreign  Affairs  Committee  has  never  com¬ 
missioned  a  formal  investigation  of  this 
matter.  Prom  time  to  time,  however,  the  mi¬ 
nority  has  become  aware,  usually  from  the 
press,  that  the  majority  Members  and  staff 
have  been  undertaking  various  investigatory 
activities. 

The  letter  referred  to  follows: 

Committee  or  Foreign  Attains, 
Washington,  DC,  February  4. 1992. 
Hon.  Boa  McEwzr. 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington.  DC. 

Dear  Bob:  1  have  received  your  letter  of 
January  31  to  Chairman  Dante  Fascell  of 
the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  in  which  you 
request  access  to  all  Committee  files  per¬ 
taining  to  an  investigation  of  the  so-called 
"October  Surprise”  matter,  and  in  particu¬ 
lar  the  Committee’s  Involvement  with  an  in¬ 
dividual  named  Dirk  Stof  fberg.  This  request 
was  made  pursuant  to  Rule  XI.2(3)<2)  of  the 
House  of  Representatives,  which  entitles 
any  member  of  the  House  to  have  access  to 
all  committee  records  and  files. 

First  of  all.  let  me  say  that  to  my  knowl¬ 
edge  the  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  has 
never  commissioned  a  formal  investigation 
of  this  matter.  From  time  to  time,  however, 
the  Minority  has  become  aware,  usually 
from  the  press,  that  Majority  members  and 
staff  have  been  undertaking  various  investi¬ 
gatory  activities. 

I  understand  that  the  Committee  is  pre¬ 
paring  to  respond  to  your  request  by  provid¬ 
ing  you  access  to  certain  files  in  possession 
of  the  Committee  and  its  subcommittees. 
The  Minority  will  participate  fully  in  any 
arrangements  made  by  the  Majority  for  this 
purpose. 

In  addition,  the  Minority  is  prepared  to 
provide  you  complete  access,  at  your  con¬ 
venience.  to  any  related  records  in  our  pos¬ 
session.  Expecting  that  the  October  Sur¬ 
prise  would  continue  to  be  of  Congressional 
interest,  the  Minority  staff  has  informally 
compiled  some  files  on  this  matter.  In  con¬ 
formance  with  Rule  XI.  I  am  prepared  to 
offer  you  complete  access  to  these  files, 
which  contain  both  publicly  available  infor¬ 
mation  and  material  prepared  by  the  staff, 
without  any  exception  whatsoever. 

Thank  you  for  your  interest  in  this 
matter.  I  agree  that  access  to  all  the  infor¬ 


mation  available  to  Congress,  including  the 
complete  files  of  the  Foreign  Affairs  Com¬ 
mittee.  is  extremely  important  to  all  the 
members  of  the  House  as  they  decide 
whether  to  authorize  this  politically  sensi¬ 
tive  investigation. 

Sincerely. 

William  8.  Broomfield. 
Ranking  Republican  Member. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  that  along 
with  the  letter  on  the  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  stationery  in  which  they 
said  there  was  an  ongoing  investiga¬ 
tion. 

One  final  point.  In  the  statement  by 
the  defense  attorney,  the  defense  at¬ 
torney  said  in  the  sentencing  hearing 
that  the  reason  that  this  gunrunner 
has  not  cooperated  with  the  Justice 
Department  was  because  “congression¬ 
al  investigators  don’t  want  this  infor¬ 
mation  out.  It’s  their  investigation, 
and  that’s  it.’’ 

So,  therefore,  we  have  people  who 
have  not  brought  any  knowledge  to 
the  Republicans  under  any  circum¬ 
stances  conducting  their  own  investi¬ 
gation,  making  their  own  representa¬ 
tions,  designed  to  have  it  leaked  to  no 
one,  least  of  all  Members  of  Congress 
on  this  side  of  the  aisle  or  to  the  Jus¬ 
tice  Department. 

□  1640 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  am  only  asking  this: 
Let  the  Democrats  that  control  the  bi¬ 
partisan  advisory  group  set  some 
guidelines  for  this  activity. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  move  the  previous 
question  on  the  resolution. 

MOTION  OFFERED  BY  MR.  GETHARDT 

Mr.  GEPHARDT.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
move  to  lay  the  resolution  on  the 
table.  _ 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  (Mr. 
Murtha).  This  is  a  preferential 
motion. 

The  Clerk  will  report  the  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Gephardt  moves  to  lay  the  resolution 
on  the  table. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
question  is  on  the  motion  offered  by 
the  gentleman  from  Missouri  [Mr. 
Gephardt) 

The  question  was  taken:  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Walker) 
there  were— yeas  13.  nays  8. 

Mr.  WALKER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  object 
to  the  vote  on  the  ground  that  a 
quorum  is  not  present  and  make  the 
point  of  order  that  a  quorum  is  not 
present. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Evi¬ 
dently  a  quorum  is  not  present. 

The  Sergeant  at  Arms  will  notify 
absent  Members. 

The  vote  was  taken  by  electronic 
device,  and  there  were— yeas  249,  nays 
160,  not  voting  25.  as  follows: 

[Roll  No.  81 
YEAS — 249 


Abercrombie 

Anthony 

Bellenson 

Ackerman 

Applegate 

Bennett 

Alexander 

Asp  in 

Berman 

Anderson 

Atkins 

Bevtil 

Andrews  (ME) 

AuCoin 

Btlbray 

Andrews  (TX) 

Bacchus 

Blackwell 

Annunxlo 

Barnard 

Bonior 

Borskl 

Hubbard 

Penny 

Boucher 

Huckaby 

Perkins 

Boxer 

Hughes 

Peterson  (PL) 

Brewster 

Jacobs 

Peterson  (MN) 

Brooks 

Jefferson 

Pickett 

Browder 

Jenkins 

Pickle 

Brown 

Johnson  (SD) 

Poshard 

Bruce 

Johnston 

Price 

Bryant 

Jones  (OA) 

Rahall 

Bustamante 

Jones  (NC) 

Rangel 

Byron 

Jontt 

Ray 

Campbell  <CO) 

Kanjorskl 

Reed 

Cardin 

Kaptur 

Richardson 

Carper 

Kennedy 

Roe 

Carr 

Keuneily 

Roemer 

Chapman 

KlMse 

Rose 

Clement 

Klecska 

Rostenkowskl 

Collins  (IL) 

Kopetakl 

Rowland 

Collins  (MI) 

Kostmayer 

Roybal 

Coodlt 

LaPalce 

Ruao 

Conyers 

I  surest rr 

Sate 

Cooper 

ToRooco 

Sanders 

Costello 

Sangmetster 

Cox  ( IL) 

Lehman  (CA) 

Sarpalius 

Coyne 

Lehman  (PL) 

Savage 

Cramer 

Levin  (Ml) 

Sawyer 

Darden 

Lewis  (GA) 

Scfteuer 

de  la  Garza 

Liplnaki 

Schroeder 

DeLauro 

Lloyd 

Schumer 

Dell  urns 

Long 

Serrano 

Derrick 

Lowey  (NY) 

Sharp 

Dicks 

Luken 

Slkorski 

Dtngell 

Man  ton 

Slsisky 

Dixon 

Martinez 

Skaggs 

Donnelly 

Matsu! 

Skelton 

Dooley 

Mavroules 

Slattery 

Dorgan  (ND> 

Mazzoii 

Slaughter 

Downey 

McCloakey 

Smith  (FL) 

Durbin 

McDermott 

Smith  (1A) 

Dwyer 

McHugh 

Solarz 

Early 

McMUlen  (MD) 

Spratt 

Edwards  (TX) 

McNulty 

Staggers 

Engel 

Mfume 

Stallings 

English 

Miller  (CA) 

Stenholm 

Erdreich 

Mineta 

Stokes 

Espy 

Mink 

Studds 

Evans 

Moakley 

Swell 

Faacell 

Mollohan 

Swift 

Fazio 

Montgomery 

Synar 

Feighan 

Moody 

Tallon 

Flake 

Moran 

Tanner 

Foglietta 

Murphy 

Tauzin 

Ford  (Ml) 

Murtha 

Taylor  (MS) 

Ford  (TN> 

Nagle 

Thornton 

Frank  (MA) 

Natcher 

Torres 

ftost 

Neal  (MA) 

Torricelli 

Gejdenson 

Neal  (NC) 

Towns 

Gephardt 

Nowak 

Traf  leant 

Geren 

Oskar 

Trmxler 

Gibbons 

Oberstar 

Unsoeld 

Glickman 

Obey 

Valentine 

Gonzalez 

Oltn 

Vento 

Gordon 

Olver 

Vtsclosky 

Guannl 

Ortiz 

Volkmer 

Hall  (OH) 

Orton 

Wash  in  gu  n 

Hall  (TX) 

Owens  ( NY ) 

Waters 

Hamilton 

Owens  iUT) 

Waxman 

Harris 

Pallone 

Weiss 

Hatcher 

Panetta 

Wheat 

Hayes  (IL) 

Parker 

Williams 

Hefner 

Pastor 

Wilson 

Hertel 

Patterson 

Wise 

Hoagland 

Payne  (NJ) 

Wolpe 

Hochbrueckner 

Payne  (VA) 

Wyden 

Horn 

Pease 

Yates 

Hoyer 

Pelosi 

Yatron 

NAYS— 160 


Allard 

Clinger 

Franks  (CT) 

Allen 

Coble 

Galiegly 

Archer 

Coleman  (MO) 

Gallo 

Armey 

Combest 

Gekas 

Baker 

Coughlin 

GUchrest 

Ballenger 

Cox  (CA) 

GUlmor 

Barrett 

Crane 

Oilman 

Barton 

Cunningham 

Gingrich 

Bateman 

Davis 

Goodling 

Bereuter 

DeLay 

Goes 

BUtrakis 

Dickinson 

Gradison 

Bliley 

Doolittle 

Grand  y 

Boehlert 

Doman  (CA) 

Green 

Boehner 

Dreler 

Ounderson 

Broomfield 

Duncan 

Hamxnerschm  idt 

Sunning 

Edwards  (OK) 

Hancock 

Burton 

Emerson 

Hansen 

Callahan 

Ewing 

Hasten 

Camp 

Fswell 

He  fie  y 

Campbell  (CA) 

Fields 

Henry 

Chandler 

Fish 

Herger 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
EASTERN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  YORK 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA 


-  against  - 
DIRK  STOFFBERG, 


Defendant. 


APPEARANCES  : 


.  filed 

W  CLERK'S  OFFICE 
II.  S.  DISTRICT  COURT  tO.  N.Y. 

★  xJ*N  15I9g2  if 

Blur  .  .  * 


»U - 

MEMORANDUM  AND  ORDER 
CR  91-524 


X 


For  the  Plaintiff: 

Seth  Marvin 

Assistant  United  States  Attorney 
Eastern  District  of  New  York 
225  Cadman  Plaza  East 
Brooklyn,  NY  11201 

For  the  Defendant: 

Thomas  F.X.  Dunn 
7  Dey  Street 
Suite  1400 
New  York,  NY  10007 

WEINSTEIN,  J.: 

Defendant  pled  guilty  to  violation  of  munitions  export  laws. 
His  sentencing  guideline  range  is  8-14  months.  Because  he 
threatened  violence  during  the  course  of  his  criminal  activity, 
defendant  would  have  been  sentenced  to  13  months,  near  the  top  of 
the  guideline  range,  were  it  not  for  the  intervention  of 
Congress.  He  has  already  been  in  custody  for  8*i  months.  The 
case  poses  the  question:  can  a  request  for  clemency  by  Congress 
support  a  downward  departure  in  the  guideline  offense  level?  As 
indicated  below,  the  answer  is  yes. 

The  Chief  Counsel  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  of  the 
House  of  Representatives  requests  that  the  court  consider 


defendant's  cooperation  with  the  Committee.  The  letter  reads: 

One  Hundred  Second  Congress 
Congress  of  the  United  States 
Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

January  10,  1992 
Dear  Judge  Weinstein: 

Mr.  Dirk  Francois  Stoffberg  has  to  date  provided  the 
House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs  with 
substantial  assistance  in  an  on-going  investigation.  It  is 
expected  that  this  assistance  will  continue  into  the  future. 

In  addition,  Mr.  stoffberg  has  offered  to  have  his 
testimony  preserved  by  deposition.  He  has  also  agreed  to 
testify  at  any  open  or  closed  Congressional  hearing  if  and. 
when  requested  to  do  so.  Our  investigation  pertains  to  the 
question  whether  the  52  Americans  taken  captive  in  Iran  were 
held  past  the  election  of  1980  in  violation  of  any  U.S. 
laws.  This  issue  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  "October 
Surprise. " 

Although  Mr.  Stoffberg' s  cooperation  may  not  lead  to 
any  criminal  action,  the  information  which  he  has 
voluntarily  provided  to  us  has  already  been  helpful  and,  to 
some  extent,  has  been  corroborated  by  other  evidence.  I 
would,  therefore,  request  that  Mr.  Stoffberg 's  cooperation 
be  taken  into  consideration  by  you  in  the  determination  of 
his  sentence. 

I  would  be  pleased  to  discuss  the  matter  of  Mr. 
Stoffberg 's  cooperation  with  you  or  your  law  clerk  at  any 
time  before  Mr.  Stoffberg 's  sentencing. 

Sincerely  yours, 

/s/ 

R.  SPENCER  OLIVER 
Chief  Counsel 

It  is  the  government's  view  that  the  court  can  impose  a 
sentence  of  time  served,  within  the  guidelines,  without 
considering  whether  a  downward  departure  is  permitted  on  request 
of  a  representative  of  Congress.  Such  an  approach  is  generally 
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sentence  of  time  served,  within  tho  guidelines,  without 
considering  whether  a  downward  departure  is  permitted  on  request 
of  a  representative  of  Congress,  such  an  approach  is  generally 
appropriate.  It  is  not,  however,  desirable  to  avoid  the  downward 
departure  issue  in  this  case;  the  natter  nay  arise  again  and 
again  without  an  opportunity  for  congress  to  test  the  courts' 
authority  to  depart  downward  as  a  reward  for  a  cooperating 
witness,  fijj.  Nebraska  Press  Ass'n  v.  Stuart.  427  U.S.  539,  546- 
48  (1976)  (consideration  not  barred  where  the  issue  is  likely  to 
arise  again  and  yet  escape  review) ;  Evan  Tsen  Lee, 
Deconstitutionalizing  Justiciability:  The  Example  of  Moctnfigt, 

105  Harv.  L.  Rev.  603,  634-35  (1991)  (shift  from  constitutional 
to  prudential  standards  on  nootness,  standing,  and  ripeness) 7 
644-45,  648  (not  an  advisory  opinion  to  decide  a  case  on  the 
merits  over  objection  of  mootness,  ripeness,  lack  of  standing,  or 
that  the  opinion  is  not  necessary  for  the  disposition) . 

The  proper  relationship  among  the  three  branches  of 
government,  legislative,  executive,  and  judicial,  in  the  field  of 
sentencing  continues  to  be  perplexing  and  important.  £££*  e.q. . 
Mistretta  v.  United  States.  488  U.S.  361  (1989)  (composition  of 
United  States  Sentencing  Commission  does  not  violate  the 
separation  of  powers) .  One  aspect  of  that  relationship  is  now 
presented. 

There  are  a  variety  of  sequences  possible  in  applying 
departure  rules.  One  is  to  determine  what  the  sentence  would  be 
without  a  departure,  U.S.  Sentencing  Comm'n  Guidelines  Manual,  at 
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1  (Nov.  1991) ,  than  to  consider  whether  a  departure  is  desirable, 
then  to  decide  the  amount  of  the  departure  (in  terms  of  time  or 
offense  level) ,  and,  finally,  to  apply  the  departure  to  arrive  at 
the  actual  sentence.  SfiS  id. :  cf .  United  States  v.  Kim.  896  F.2d 
678,  685  (2d  Cir.  1990)  (upward  departure);  United  States  v.  Coe. 
891  F. 2d  40S,  412-13  &  n.9  (2d  Cir.  1989)  (same).  This  explicit, 
step-by-step  method  is  desirable  in  the  instant  case  since  the 
court  is  being  asked  by  Congress  to  signal  to  the  present 
defendant  and  to  future  defendants  a  capacity  to  treat  a 
Congressional  request  as  an  application  for  an  appropriate 
downward  departure. 

Section  5K1.1  of  the  guidelines  does  not  permit  a  downward 
departure  because,  as  the  government  properly  argues,  in  the 
language  of  the  section,  the  defendant  has  not  "provided 
substantial  assistance  [to  prosecutors]  in  the  investigation  or 
prosecution  of  another  person  who  has  committed  an 
offense  .  .  .  ."  Moreover,  in  the  absence  of  a  request  from  the 
United  States  Attorney,  a  downward  departure  under  section  5K1.1 

is  generally  not  available.  See,  e.q. .  United  States  v.  A  era.  _ 

F.2d  _ ,  _ ,  1991  WL  237844  (2d  Cir.  1991);  United  States  V. 

Khan.  920  F.2d  1100,  1106  (2d  Cir.  1990),  cert,  denied.  Ill  S. 

Ct.  1606  (1991). 

By  contrast,  section  5K2.0  of  the  guidelines  permits 
departure  on  the  court's  own  motion  or  on  request  from  the 
defendant  or  any  other  person  or  body.  As  the  Sentencing 
Commission  points  out  in  its  policy  statement  on  section  5K2.0, 


"[some  c] ircumstances  [which]  may  warrant  departure  from  the 
guidelines  .  .  .  cannot,  by  their  very  nature,  be  comprehensively 
listed  and  analyzed  in  advance."  Guidelines  Manual.  Policy 
Statement  to  S  5K2.0,  at  320. 

The  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  Second  Circuit  has  suggested 
that  cooperation  with  a  body  other  than  the  United  States 
Attorney's  Office  might  fall  within  section  5K2.0.  In  United 
States  v.  Ami.  __  F.2d  1991  WL  237844  (2d  Cir.  1991),  for 

example,  Judge  Newman  pointed  out  that  the  requirement  of  a 
prosecutor's  motion  for  a  section  5K1.1  departure  was  "settled" 
in  this  circuit,  but  he  cited  with  approval  United  States  V* 

Khan.  920  F.2d  1100,  1106-07  (2d  Cir.  1990).  Sflfi  &9U<  1991  WL 
237844,  at  Khan  in  dicta  indicated  that  information  offered 

"regarding  actions  [defendant]  took,  which  could  not  be  used  by 
the  government  to  prosecute  other  individuals"  could  be  used  for 
a  downward  departure.  920  F.2d  at  1107  (defendant  may  have  saved 
the  life  of  a  confidential  DBA  informant) .  &SQ1  noted  that  "the 
cooperation  covered  by  section  5K1.1  is  cooperation  with  the 
prosecution,  leaving  cooperation  with  the  courts  available  as  a 
ground  for  departure  in  the  absence  of  a  government  motion, 

presumably  under  section  5K2.0."  ASBl,  1991  WL  237844,  at  _ 

(Citing  United  States  v.  Garcia.  926  F.2d  125  (2d  Cir.  1991)). 

In  Garcia  the  Second  Circuit  approved  a  downward  departure  based 
on  the  defendant's  "activities  facilitating  the  proper 
administration  of  justice"  in  the  courts.  XAi.  at  128;  six  United 
States  v.  Sanchez.  927  F.2d  1092,  1094  (9th  Cir.  1991)  (based  on 
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defendant's  assistance  in  a  civil  forfaitura  proceeding,  tha 
district  court  proparly  daniad  downward  dapartura  undar  section 
5K1.1  and  exercised  discretion  not  to  depart  undar  section 
5K2.0) . 

If  cooperation  with  tha  courts  is  covered  by  section  5K2.0, 
so,  too,  is  cooperation  with  Congress.  ££«.  tynited  States _y» 
Harrell .  936  F.2d  568  (4th  cir.  1991)  (unpublished  opinion 
available  on  WESTLAW)  (Muraaghan,  J.,  dissenting)  ("I  would 
remand  to  the  district  judge  to  permit  him  to  reconsider  [the 
effect  of]  Harrell's  cooperation  with  congressional  authorities 
[investigating  fraud  at  HOD.]").  The  courts  have  sentencing 
authority  to  reward  cooperation  of  a  defendant  with  an  agency 
other  than  the  prosecution  when  the  United  States  Attorney  has 
not  requested  a  downward  departure. 

The  Chief  Counsel's  letter  of  January  10,  1992  is,  in 
effect,  a  request  for  a  downward  departure.  Comity  between 
independent  branches  of  government  suggests  the  desirability  of 
assisting  congress  in  its  important  work  where  there  is  no  strong 
conflict  with  a  court's  other  sentencing  responsibilities. 
Balancing  Congressional  needs  and  the  judicial  sentencing 
responsibilities  in  this  case  requires  a  downward  departure  in 
the  exercise  of  the  court's  discretion. 

In  view  of  the  importance  of  defendant's  cooperation  with 
Congress,  a  downward  departure  of  three  offense  levels  is 
appropriate.  Absent  such  a  departure,  his  offense  level  would  be 
11,  with  a  guideline  range  of  8-14  months  in  prison.  With  the 


downward  adjustaent,  hia  of  fans*  laval  is  I,  providing  a  ranga  of 
2  to  •  aonths.  Sinca  ha  has  sarvad  M  months,  ha  is  ordarad 
ralaasad  forthwith*  Tba  santanca  is  stayad  for  7  days  to  parait 
tha  Unitad  8tatas  Attomay  to  appaal  and  to  saak  a  furthar  stay 
froa  tha  Court  of  Appaals. 


SO  ORDERED. 


/Jack  B.  Wainstain 
United  States  District  Judge 


Dated:  Brooklyn,  Maw  York 

January  21,  1992 
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Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Speaker,  has 
the  minority  used  all  their  time? 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
time  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr. 
McEwcfl  has  expired. 

Mr.  DERRICK.  Mr.  Speaker.  I  yield 
16  minutes  to  the  distinguished  gentle¬ 
man  from  Indiana  (Mr.  Hakxltoiv]. 

Mr.  HAMILTON.  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
thank  the  gentleman  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Speaker,  of  course  I  rise  in  sup¬ 
port  of  the  resolution.  I  think  I  under¬ 
stand  some  of  the  deep  feelings  that 
have  been  expressed  here  this  after¬ 
noon  and  this  evening.  I  would  like  to 
try  to  put  into  some  context  my  feel¬ 
ings  about  this  investigation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  obviously  the  thresh¬ 
old  question  is  why  we  have  an  investi¬ 
gation?  There  are  three  reasons. 

The  first  of  those  reasons  are  the 
circumstances  of  the  time.  The  second 
is  the  seriousness  of  the  allegations. 
The  third  is  the  evidence. 

Let  us  start  with  the  first  one.  that 
is.  the  circumstances  of  1980  and  1981. 
Surely  anybody  would  have  to  say 
that  these  circumstances  were  unusual 
and  extraordinary.  American  hostages 
were  released  within  minutes  after 
Ronald  Reagan  was  sworn  in  as  Presi¬ 
dent  of  the  United  States.  Significant 
quantities  of  arms  are  alleged  to  have 
begun  to  flow  very  shortly  thereafter. 

When  asked  about  the  report  of 
these  arms  transfers,  former  Reagan 
administration  officials  say  they 
cannot  recall  any  such  transfers,  and 
they  have  offered  conflicting  accounts 
of  their  origin  and  purpose.  These  cir¬ 
cumstances  are  just  extraordinary. 
That  is  reason  No.  1. 

Reason  No.  2, 1  think,  does  not  need 
elaboration.  These  allegations  are  ex¬ 
tremely  serious.  Successful  or  not.  any 
effort  by  representatives  of  the 
Reagan  campaign  to  influence  the  out¬ 
come  of  the  1980  election,  to  delay  the 
release  of  the  hostages,  all  of  us  would 
surely  agree  if  those  allegations  are 
true,  then  they  represent  a  grave  and 
dangerous  abuse  of  constitutional 
process  and  a  profound  injustice. 

Sure,  we  have  other  issues  that  are 
important  on  the  agenda  today.  But 
protecting  the  constitutional  processes 
of  the  United  States  has  to  be  ranked 
ss  a  major  priority. 

Now.  these  allegations  are  sufficient¬ 
ly  alarming  that  former  President 
Carter  has  called  for  an  investigation. 
President  Bush  has  said  that  he  would 
like  to  see  this  matter  put  to  rest. 
President  Reagan  has  said  that  we 
should  do  all  we  can  to  clear  the  air. 
Fourteen  of  the  former  hostages,  and 
I  would  urge  Members  to  read  their 
letter,  have  urged  a  formal  congres¬ 
sional  inquiry. 

Let  me  say  that  I  genuinely  hope 
that  these  allegations  can  be  disproven 
conclusively.  I  have  yet  to  see  any  con¬ 
clusive  evidence  of  wrongdoing.  But 
neither  have  1  seen  all  of  the  evidence 
or  heard  from  all  who  claim  to  have 
witnessed  or  participated  in  these 
events. 


If  these  allegations  can  be  proven 
false,  they  will  be  put  to  rest,  and  the 
stains  on  the  reputations  of  many 
public  servants  who  have  been  impli¬ 
cated  will  be  removed. 

If  the  allegations  are  proven  true, 
corrective  steps  will  need  to  be  taken. 
If  the  allegations  are  true,  we  would 
do  a  disservice  to  the  country  if  we 
failed  to  pursue  an  inquiry. 

If  the  allegations  are  false,  we  would 
do  a  disservice  to  those  who  have  been 
accused  of  misconduct  if  we  fall  to  go 
forward. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  do  not  see  how  one 
can  get  to  the  bottom  of  these  matters 
unless  one  has  a  formal  Investigation 
by  an  official  party  with  subpoena 
power,  able  to  take  statements  under 
oath  and  to  obtain  secure  access  to  in¬ 
formation. 

Mr.  Speaker,  how  does  one  get  to  the 
bottom  of  this  unless  one  has  that 
kind  of  official  power?  Even  these  in¬ 
vestigatory  tools  may  not  get  us  to  the 
truth.  But  without  them,  the  chances 
of  learning  the  truth  and  ending  the 
controversy  are  slim. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  other  point  is  the 
evidence.  I  have  heard  many  state¬ 
ments  deriding  the  evidence,  and  I 
have  to  acknowledge  that  one  has  to 
approach  this  evidence  with  a  lot  of 
skepticism. 

□  2040 

Let  me  briefly,  very  briefly,  try  to 
summarize  some  of  that  evidence. 

It  is  widely  agreed  that  the  Reagan 
campaign  officials  were  deeply  con¬ 
cerned  about  the  possible  political 
impact  of  a  release  of  the  American 
hostages.  Mr.  Allen,  Mr.  Desver  have 
both  said  that. 

Jamshld  Hashemi  gave  a  detailed  ac¬ 
count  of  a  series  of  meetings  he  claims 
took  place  in  Madrid  in  1980,  between 
Iranian  Government  representatives 
and  Reagan  campaign  director  Wil¬ 
liam  Casey.  Five  other  sources  inde¬ 
pendently  claim  knowledge  of  meet¬ 
ings  Involving  Casey  and  Iranians  in 
Madrid  In  July,  and  corroborate  much 
of  what  Hashemi ’s  characterization  of 
the  content  of  those  meetings  was. 

Several  sources  report  a  series  of 
meetings  among  William  Casey.  Irani¬ 
an  officials,  and  Israeli  officials  that 
took  place  in  Paris  over  a  weekend  in 
October  1980. 

I  will  name  names:  Hushang  Lavi,  an 
Iranian  arms  dealer;  Oswald  Lewinter, 
a  man  who  claims  to  have  worked  for 
Uhlted  States  Intelligence  officers;  two 
men  with  aceees  to  French  Intelli¬ 
gence;  a  French  lawyer;  Arif  Durrani, 
a  Pakistani  arms  dealer  William  Herr¬ 
mann,  an  American  CIA  contractor;  an 
Arab  diplomat,  and  there  are  other  In¬ 
dications  of  evidence. 

Let  me  repeat  again,  this  is  some  of 
the  evidence  suggesting  that  a  deal 
was  arranged.  That  evidence  surely 
should  be  treated  with  skepticism,  and 
the  credibility  of  several  key  sources  Is 
questionable.  And  those  sources  need 
to  be  regarded  with  caution. 


H341 

Similarly,  several  individuals  who 
have  disputed  some  of  these  allega¬ 
tions  also  appear  to  have  been  mistak¬ 
en  or  incorrect  in  their  recollections. 

Now.  the  magazine  reports  that  have 
been  referred  to  so  often  have  chal¬ 
lenged  the  October  Surprise  allega¬ 
tions  and  evidence.  In  my  view,  the 
fact  that  these  magazines  reached 
plausible  but  entirely  different  conclu¬ 
sions,  for  example,  from  Mr.  Sick's 
book  only  underscores  the  need  for  a 
formal  investigation.  And  may  I  point 
out  to  my  colleagues  that  none  of 
those  Journalists  had  the  subpoena 
power,  none  of  them  so  far  as  I  know 
was  able  even  to  interview  Mr.  Ha¬ 
shemi.  They  simply  were  not  able  to 
contact  a  lot  of  the  sources,  not  be¬ 
cause  they  did  not  try  but  because 
they  did  not  have  the  investigatory 
power. 

I  think  we  know  enough  about  these 
charges  to  identify  the  lines  of  In¬ 
quiry.  and  I  understand  that  some  of 
my  colleagues  are  saying  tonight  that 
it  is  a  waste  of  time  pursuing  this  in¬ 
quiry  when  there  are  so  many  urgent 
issues  before  us.  And  I  agree,  of 
course,  that  the  Congress  must  make 
the  important  issues  of  the  day  its  top 
priority. 

But  I  also  think  we  have  the  ability 
in  this  institution  and  the  responsibil¬ 
ity  to  focus  on  several  important 
issues  at  one  time. 

Let  me  say  a  word  about  the  investi¬ 
gation  as  1  see  it  developing.  The  task 
force  will  make  every  effort  to  coordi¬ 
nate  with  the  Senate.  As  best  I  can 
judge,  the  investigation  will  proceed  in 
two  stages.  First,  we  will  examine  the 
paper  trail  associated  with  these  alle¬ 
gations.  This  will  involve  locating  and 
reviewing  a  substantial  existing  body 
of  evidence  relating  to  these  allega¬ 
tions.  During  this  stage  the  task  force 
will  take  a  lot  of  depositions. 

Once  that  stage  of  Inquiry  is  com¬ 
pleted,  the  task  force  will  then  decide 
whether  or  not  public  hearings  are 
warranted.  The  inquiry  will  be  struc¬ 
tured  so  that  it  can  be  altered  or 
stopped  at  any  point,  if  the  facts 
demand. 

The  task  force’s  primary  objective 
will  be  to  determine  what,  if  anything, 
happened  in  1980. 

I  understand  my  friends  on  the  mi¬ 
nority  side  have  some  real  concerns. 
One  of  those  concerns,  as  they  have 
expressed  repeatedly,  is  the  scope  of 
the  investigation.  Let  me  make  several 
comments  with  respect  to  that. 

First,  this  inquiry  Is  prompted  by 
significant  evidence,  certainly  not  con¬ 
clusive.  concerning  allegations  of  mis¬ 
conduct  by  the  Reagan  campaign  team 
In  1980.  The  resolution  authorises  an 
investigation  of  those  allegations.  I 
heard  claims  about  carter  administra¬ 
tion  policy  during  the  hostage  crisis, 
but  I  have  not  heard  allegations  of 
misconduct  or  illegality  of  the  Carter 
administration. 

The  point  I  want  to  make  is  that  the 
allegations  of  wrongdoing  relate  to  the 
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Reagan  campaign  team.  The  allega¬ 
tions  do  not  relate,  so  far  as  I  know,  to 
the  Illegality  or  the  misconduct  of  the 
Carter  administration. 

The  second  point,  may  I  say  to  my 
friends  on  the  other  side  of  the  aisle, 
is  this,  that  Members  of  Congress 
cannot  be  denied  and  should  not  be 
denied  the  opportunity  to  raise  issues 
they  believe  relevant  to  a  matter 
before  them.  The  policies  in  place 
when  the  alleged  events  of  1980  are 
said  to  have  occurred  are  relevant  to 
this  inquiry. 

Members  of  the  task  force  would 
certainly  be  able  to  raise  any  questions 
or  issues  whose  relevance  to  the  task 
force  mandate  can  reasonably  be  dem¬ 
onstrated. 

Now.  about  the  duration  of  the  in¬ 
vestigation.  My  friends  on  the  minori¬ 
ty  side  want  to  limit  the  investigation 
to  a  set  time,  six  months.  May  I  say  to 
my  colleagues  that  I  really  do  have  a 
lot  of  sympathy  with  that  demand, 
but  certainly  they  can  understand 
that  when  we  are  investigating,  we  do 
not  know  how  that  investigation  will 
go.  We  are  going  to  have  to  begin  by 
seeking  security  clearances  for  some  of 
our  people.  That  is  a  process  that  took 
months  during  the  Iran-Contra  inves¬ 
tigation.  We  do  not  control  that.  The 
executive  branch  controls  it.  and  if 
they  wanted  to  delay  for  3  or  4 
months,  and  I  am  not  making  the  ac¬ 
cusation  that  they  do,  but  if  they 
wanted  to.  it  could  hold  us  up. 

Second,  evidence  concerning  these 
allegations  is  likely  to  be  scattered 
around  the  world,  and  it  is  going  to 
take  time  to  locate  them.  And  next,  we 
are  going  to  have  to  deal  with  a 
number  of  foreign  governments.  And 
when  we  deal  with  foreign  govern¬ 
ments.  we  have  to  deal  with  the  proto¬ 
col  of  those  governments  and  go 
through  their  channels.  And  we 
cannot  force  that  process  or  speed 
that  process. 

I  do  hope  my  friends  understand 
that  the  time  limit  is  finite  because  it 
relates  to  the  103d  Congress,  but  I  do 
believe  that  imposing  a  time  limit 
would  really  be  quite  unwise.  We  plan 
to  go  where  the  facts  lead  us.  We  do 
not  know  the  facts.  We  do  not  know 
how  much  time  will  be  needed  to  get 
there.  And  it  is  to  no  one's  advantage 
to  trade  speed  for  thoroughness. 

Let  me  conclude  with  a  few  personal 
observations.  I  want  to  do  the  very 
best  I  can  to  make  this  investigation 
thorough,  professional  and  fair.  I 
Intend  to  conduct  this  investigation  in 
as  bipartisan  a  manner  as  possible.  I 
have  worked  frequently  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Illinois  [Mr.  Hyde],  your 
task  force  leader.  He  is  an  able  and 
honorable  man  in  this  institution,  and 
he  and  I  will  work  hard  together.  I  am 
confident,  to  carry  this  investigation 
out  properly. 

I  will  not  try  to  blindside  Members 
or  to  deny  them  an  opportunity  for 
fair  and  reasonable  access  to  the  docu¬ 
ments  and  to  the  witnesses. 


I  frankly  do  not  understand  the  in¬ 
tensity  of  some  of  the  opposition  to 
this  task  force.  If  Members  are  confi¬ 
dent  that  the  alleged  events  of  1980 
did  not  occur,  what  then  do  they  have 
to  fear  from  a  formal  inquiry?  Do  they 
not  see  the  advantages  of  our  country 
putting  to  rest  these  concerns  and  sus¬ 
picions?  Would  we  not  all  be  better  off 
if  a  serious  and  thorough  effort  is 
made  to  find  out  what  did  and  what 
did  not  happen  in  1980?  Why  let  these 
allegations  continue  to  undermine 
public  trust  in  our  government  and 
the  reputations  of  so  many  individ¬ 
uals? 

My  own  view  is  it  would  be  better  for 
us  to  try  to  find  out  what  we  can  with 
this  special  Investigation  and  with  the 
tools  that  are  available  to  us. 

□  2050 

I  understand  that  some  say  that  a 
House  investigation  is  bound  to  be  par¬ 
tisan  and  unfair.  I  cannot  see  how  any 
political  party  or  any  elected  official, 
least  of  all  those  of  us  on  the  task 
force,  could  benefit  from  an  investiga¬ 
tion  that  is  perceived  to  be  partisan  or 
sloppy  or  less  than  thorough.  I  know 
that  a  perfect  investigation  is  not  pos¬ 
sible.  but  a  flawed  investigation  would 
damage  the  reputations  of  those  who 
conducted  it  and  reflect  unfavorably 
on  this  House. 

Finally,  let  me  say  that  I  will  do  my 
best  to  see  that  this  inquiry  is  carried 
out  with  a  small  staff  and  a  modest 
budget.  We  will  hire  outside  legal 
counsel  and  investigators  as  needed, 
but  we  will  rely  as  much  as  possible  on 
current  congressional  staff  and  other 
staff  that  can  be  seconded.  We  recog¬ 
nize  the  need  to  keep  the  cost  of  the 
inquiry  as  low  as  possible  while  pro¬ 
ceeding  expeditiously. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
this  resolution. 

Mr.  Speaker.  I  include  for  the 
Record  the  memorandum  of  general 
counsel  Steven  R.  Ross  and  deputy 
general  counsel  Charles  Tiefer  on  the 
subject  of  the  authority  for  a  chair¬ 
man  to  initiate  a  committee  inquiry. 

The  document  referred  to  follows: 

Mxxoramdum 

From:  Steven  R.  Rosa  Oeneral  Counsel  to 
the  Clerk,  and  Charles  Tiefer.  Deputy 
Oeneral  Counsel  to  the  Clerk. 

Subject:  Authority  for  Chairman  to  Initiate 
Committee  Inquiries 

We  have  been  asked  whether  a  House 
Committee  Chairman  has  authority  to  initi¬ 
ate  a  committee  investigation  involving  cer¬ 
tain  stepa  such  as  writing  lettera  without  a 
committee  vote.  As  deecrlhed  below,  the 
courts  have  found  such  a  procedure  entirely 
appropriate.  Many  investigative  actlona  like 
■rhjniiinny  hearlnga  — *»d*ng  letters  relating 
to  an  investigation,  or  asking  staff  to  look 
into  a  matter,  are  among  the  actions  by 
which  a  chairman  appropriately  provides 
for  information  to  come  to  a  committee. 
These  are  legally  quite  distinct  from  using 
the  subpoena  power  for  compulsory  provi¬ 
sion  of  information,  and  it  is  only  the  sub¬ 
poena  power  which  requires  the  more 
formal  committee  authorisation  steps  ad¬ 
dressed  in  House  Rule  XK2)  (m). 


Discussion 

The  House  of  Representatives^  rules, 
precedents,  and  practices  address  in  many 
respects  one  of  its  most  important  proce¬ 
dures.  the  conduct  of  committee  investiga¬ 
tions.  House  Rule  XLI(b)  provides: 

“Each  committee  is  authorised  at  any 
time  to  conduct  such  investigations  and 
studies  as  it  may  consider  necessary  or  ap¬ 
propriate*  *  *." 

The  rule  only  tells  committees  they  are 
“authorised  at  any  time  to  conduct  such  in¬ 
vestigations."  not  how  they  are  to  do  so.  It 
is  Just  as  consistent  with  this  rule  for  the  in¬ 
stigation  of  the  investigation,  and  some  of 
the  various  steps,  to  occur  on  a  chairman's 
instructions  as  by  committee  vote.  More¬ 
over.  it  is  well  known  that  chairman  of  com¬ 
mittees  or  subcommittees  have  a  number  of 
responsibilities  with  respect  to  Investiga¬ 
tions,  including  scheduling  hearings  and  an¬ 
nouncing  their  subjects,  and  assigning  staff 
to  prepare  prior  to  the  hearings.  See.  e.g.. 
House  Rule  XK2)  (CHI)  and  (kXl).  Both  the 
Rules  and  Jefferson's  Manual  also  prescribe 
the  aspects  of  investigations  that  typically 
require  collective  participation  of  committee 
members,  such  as  a  votes  to  Issue  subpoe¬ 
nas.  requirements  regarding  quorums  and 
closed  sessions,  and  reports  of  the  commit¬ 
tees.  See.  e.g..  House  Rule  XI(2XgX2). 
(hX2).  and  (mXl) 1 

Many  House  Committee  Investigations 
begin  by  committee  Inquiry  letters  asking 
for  information,  and  assigning  staff  to  inves¬ 
tigate.  and  this  procedure  has  recently  been 
described  and  discussed  with  approval  by 
the  United  States  Court  of  Appeals  for  the 
Fourth  Circuit.  In  United  States  v.  Mitchell 
877  F.2d  294  (  4th  Cir.  1989),  the  Court 
upheld  a  conviction  for  obstructing  an  in¬ 
vestigation  by  the  House  Committee  on 
Small  Business.  The  Court  said  of  the  ob¬ 
struction  statute  that  “Ctlo  give  1 1505  the 
protective  force  it  was  intended,  corrupt  en¬ 
deavors  to  Influence  congressional  Investiga¬ 
tions  must  be  proscribed  even  when  then 
occur  prior  to  formal  committee  authoriza¬ 
tion Id.  at  301  (italic  added).  The  Court 
explained  the  factual  background: 

“Applying  these  principles  to  the  case  at 
hand,  all  of  the  circumstances  surrounding 
this  investigation  point  to  the  conclusion 
that  appellants’  corrupt  endeavor  was  di¬ 
rected  towards  a  legitimate  House  investiga¬ 
tion.  77ie  investigation  was  instigated  by  the 
chair  of  a  House  committee  that  unques¬ 
tionably  has  Jurisdiction  over  the  subject 
matter  of  the  inquiry.  The  letter  from  Con¬ 
gressman  Mitchell  to  the  8BA  expressly 
said  that  “(tlhis  Committee  is  presently 
conducting  an  investigation"  and  referred  to 
the  flmaii  Business  Act  for  its  authority  to 
do  so.  Furthermore,  the  investigation  was 
handled  by  the  chief  investigator  of  the 
ammii  Business  Committee  on  a  continuing 
basis  for  several  months  •  *  *  [TJhis  was  a 
congressional  investigation.  Accordingly,  we 


•8m  House  »**"■«*»  1407  (Jefferson's  Menus! 
on  bills,  addreestne  the  requirement  of  a 
mediae  for  the  mmmlttm  to  report)  (“A 
.  .  .  eea  only  set  together,  and  not  by 
mrnnK*  consultation  sad  uuneeni  nothing  betas 
the  report  of  the  onmmlttM  but  what  has  been 
agreed  to  la  oommtttM  actually  aasaenhlsrt").  Jef¬ 
ferson's  Manual  Is  clearly  spe skins  at  this  point 
about  committee  reporting  of  bills,  as  this  is  the 
section  on  bills.  The  section  regarding  tnveetiga- 
uttmtm  section  wm  "Examinations  of  Witnesses.** 
House  Manual  1 1 S4S-4S.  disnnmse  procedure  for 
hearings  (how  questions  are  put.  that  “testimony 
given  in  answer  •  •  •  before  a  committee  Cl  must 
be  “written  down.”  and  similar  matters)  but  does 
not  discuss  steps  preliminary  to  bearings,  such  as 
the  chairman’s  role  In  scheduling  them  and  decid¬ 
ing  their  subject,  writing  lettera  or  using  non- 
Member  assistance. 
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.hold  that  Vu  investigation  instigated  by 
Congressman  Mitchell  was  an  investigation 
.ftp  the  Small  Business  Commutes  of  the 
House  that  was  protected  by  |  ISOS.”  Id.  at 
SOI. 

When  the  Fourth  Circuit  aid  explicitly 
and  repeatedly,  as  the  heart  of  its  holdlns 
in  the  case,  that  an  Investigation  initiated 
by  the  Chairman  “was  a  congressional  in¬ 
vestigation”  and  "was  an  Investigation  by 
the  Small  Business  Committee.”  It  plainly 
considered,  and  rejected,  the  argument  that 
something  more  than  the  Chairman’s  initi¬ 
ation  was  required.  Moreover,  the  Fourth 
Circuit  counted  two  actions  as  the  classic 
signs  of  a  chairman-initiated,  proper  investi¬ 
gation:  writing  of  a  letter,  and  handling  by 
the  Committee’s  staff  and  (the  ’’chief  inves¬ 
tigator  of  the  Small  Business  Committee”). 

The  same  sustaining  of  Chairman-initiat¬ 
ed  Investigations  occurred  In  the  series  of 
Iran-contra  cases  in  the  United  States  Dis¬ 
trict  Court  for  the  District  of  Columbia.  In 
these  well-known  prosecutions,  the  back¬ 
ground  of  House  investigations  was  that  In 
1985  and  1955.  the  chairmen  of  the  House 
Permanent  Select  Committee  on  Intelli¬ 
gence  and  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Western  Hemisphere  Affairs  sent  Inquiry 
letters  to  the  National  Security  Council 
seeking  documents  and  other  information 
regarding  the  allegations  in  press  stories 
about  NSC  activities.  Those  letters  were 
sent  without  prior  committee  or  subcommit¬ 
tee  votes,  and  the  inquiries  occurred  with¬ 
out  the  more  formal  procedures  of  subpoe¬ 
nas  to  witnesses,  or  witnesses  under  oaths. 
Despite  the  absence  of  such  prior  votes  or 
other  formal  procedure,  members  of  the 
NSC  staff  were  indicted  for  obstructing  the 
inquiries,  destroying  records,  and  providing 
false  answers. 

The  Court  rejected  the  defendants’  chal¬ 
lenges  to  the  indictment,  holding  that  the 
defendants'  acts  constituted  the  felony  of¬ 
fenses  of  obstruction  of  Congress  and  of 
making  false  statements,  even  though  the 
inquiry  letters  and  responses  occurred  in 
the  absence  of  votes,  subpoenas  and  oaths. 
See  United  States  v.  North,  708  P.  Supp.  372 
(DJ>.C.  1988);  United  States  v.  North,  708  F. 
Supp.  380  (DD,C.  1988k  (The  indictments 
have  come  Into  question  because  the  NSC 
staff  were  later  immunised  in  the  1987  Iran- 
contra  hearings,  but  the  1987-Immunity 
legal  questions  are  separate  from  the  1985- 
88  House  investigations.) 1 

For  the  obstruction  counts  against  each 
defendant.  It  sufficed  that  letters  ’’sent  by 
The  Honorable  Michael  Barnes.  Chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Western  Hemi¬ 
sphere  Affairs  of  the  House  Foreign  Affairs 
Committee  (HRAC).  and  the  Honorable  Lee 
Hamilton.  Chairman  of  the  House  Perms- 
nent  Select  Committee  on  Intelligence 
(HPBCI).  (which)  referred  explicitly  to  the 
Boland  Amendment”  had  "lnstitute(d)  in¬ 
quiries  directed  towards  North's  conduct  re¬ 
garding  advice  and  fund-raising  support  to 
the  Nicaraguan  rebel  leaders.  •  •  •  Both  let¬ 
ters  were  on  official  stationery  and  each 
letter  was  **1™^  by  the  Congressman  in  his 
official  capacity  as  Chairman.”  708  F.  Supp. 
at  381-82.  ”In  response  to  asperate  letters 
from  the  chairmen.  North  allegedly  drafted 
obstructive  responses.”  and  “(Clhalrmen  of 
two  of  these  committees  wrote  on  behalf  of 


•Tbs  wibwqusnt  hiatartas  of  tbs  esse  Include 


their  rommittees  to  the  President  •  •  •  de¬ 
fendant  Poindexter  responded  in  separate 
letters  to  all  three  committees.”  708  F. 
Supp.  at  374  naSkt 

The  Court  rejected  objections  by  the  de¬ 
fendants  that  such  procedures  would  not 
suffice  for  perjury  prosecutions,  particular¬ 
ly  due  to  the  absence  of  the  oath. 
"(North's]  arguments  are  addressed  to  the 
wrong  forum.  •  •  •  (since)  the  (false  state¬ 
ments]  statute  does  not  allow  North's  inter¬ 
pretations.  Congress  may  set  the  policy  it 
expects  from  those  who  deal  with  it.  Con¬ 
gress  felt  that  leas  exacting  standards  than 
are  included  in  the  perjury  statute  were  ap¬ 
propriate  for  ensuring  the  integrity  of  gov¬ 
ernmental  functions.  United  States  v.  QiUi- 
land,  312  CA  88.  95  (1941);  United  States  v. 
Rodgers,  468  U A  475.  482-83  (1984).”  708  F. 
Supp.  at  384.  Accordingly,  the  Court  held 
that  the  indictment  properly  stated  the  of¬ 
fenses  of  obstruction,  and  providing  false 
statements,  regarding  the  responses  that  oc¬ 
curred  to  the  House  Committee  and  Sub¬ 
committee  Chairmen’s  letters  of  inquiry. 

Of  course,  the  various  House  committees 
and  subcommittees  have  their  own  rules 
and  procedures.  Different  inquiries  by  dif¬ 
ferent  committees  may  follow  their  own  In¬ 
dividual  paths.  Committees  may  decide 
among  themselves,  by  precedent  or  newly 
devised  procedures,  how  to  conduct  any  par¬ 
ticular  inquiry.  A  committee  can  even  adopt 
rules  requiring  committee  votes  before  initi¬ 
ation  of  major  inquiries,  as  the  House  Un- 
American  Activities  Committee  dkl.  and  if 
such  a  rule  Is  adopted.  ”it  must  be  strictly 
observed.”  Qojack  v.  United  States,  384  UA 
702.  708  (1968).  However.  HUAC  had  special 
reasons,  stemming  from  the  controversial 
nature  of  its  investigations,  for  adopting 
such  a  rule,  and  the  vast  majority  of  com¬ 
mittees  have  not  had  any  reason  to  adopt 
such  a  rule.  For  committees  without  such  a 
rule,  the  ordinary  procedures  by  which 
chairmen  commence  inquiries— through  in¬ 
quiry  letters,  scheduling  hearings,  or  staff 
studies— are  proper  without  committee 
votes  in  advance.  The  different  procedural 
questions  which  arise  when  a  committee  In¬ 
vokes  its  power  to  Issue  compulsory  process 
pursuant  to  the  subpoena  power  of  House 
Rule  XH2Xm)  only  arise  when,  and  if.  the 
committee  elects  to  Invoke  Its  subpoena 
power. 

While  it  may  be  true  under  clause  1(b)  of 
Rule  XI  that  a  committee  or  subcommittee 
acting  as  a  collegial  body  should  at  some 
point  meet  if  that  question  is  raised  to  de¬ 
termine  whether  to  conduct  an  Investiga¬ 
tion.  It  is  also  true  under  clause  2(b)(1)  of 
Rule  X  that  each  standing  committee  has 
the  oversight  responsibility  to  ’’review  and 
study,  on  a  continuing  basis,  the  applica¬ 
tion.  administration,  execution  and  effec¬ 
tiveness  of  those  laws  •  •  •  within  the  Juris¬ 
diction  of  that  committee  *  *  In  further¬ 
ance  of  this  responsibility,  it  has  been  tradi¬ 
tionally  proper  for  the  chairmen  of  commit¬ 
tees  or  subcommittees  to  initiate  prelimi¬ 
nary  ‘“reviews  or  studies”  te.  inquiriss  which 
In  a  general  sense  may  be  termed  prelimi¬ 
nary  investigations.  In  preparation  for  possi¬ 
ble  Investigations  to  be  undertaken  by  the 
committee  and  subject  to  ultimate  direction 
and  control  of  the  committee.  In  fact  most 
Members  know  that  committee  Investiga¬ 
tions  are  normally  undertaken  without  the 
need  for  a  formal  committee  vote  where  the 
need  for  the  “Investigation”  Is  understood. 


herant  authority  for  a  chairman  to  take  pre¬ 
liminary  steps  to  request  and  preserve  testi¬ 
mony  and  documents. 

The  courts  have  even  agreed  that  congres¬ 
sional  investigations  need  not  have  been  for¬ 
mally  authorised  pursuant  to  the  letter  of  a 
committee's  rules  In  order  to  be  due  end 
proper  exercise  of  the  power  of  Inquiry 
under  the  obstruction  of  witnesses  statute 
(18  UB.C.  1506).  where  it  Is  apparent  from 
all  surrounding  circumstances  that  the  In¬ 
quiry  Is  a  legitimate  exercise  of  the  investi¬ 
gative  authority  within  the  committee’s 
purview  (UR.  v.  Mitchell.  877  F.2d  294  (4th 
Clr.  1989). 

Mr.  DERRICkT*  Mr.  Speaker.  I 
submit  the  following  exhibits  for  the 
Record. 

(From  the  New  York  Times.  Apr.  15. 1991 1 
The  Elbctxoh  Stout  or  the  Decade 
(By  Oary  Sick) 

Suspicions  about  a  deal  between  the 
Reagan  campaign  and  Iran  over  the  hos¬ 
tages  have  circulated  since  the  day  of  Presi¬ 
dent  Reagan's  inaugural,  when  Iran  agreed 
to  release  the  52  American  hostages  exactly 
five  minutes  after  Mr.  Reagan  took  the  oath 
of  office.  Later,  as  it  ********  known  that 
arms  started  to  flow  to  Iran  via  Israel  only  a 
few  days  after  the  inauguration,  suspicions 
deepened  that  a  secret  arms-for-hostages 
deal  had  been  concluded. 

Five  years  later,  when  the  Iran-contra 
affair  revealed  what  seemed  to  be  a  similar 
swap  of  hostages  for  arms  delivered  through 
Israel,  questions  were  revived  about  the 
1980  election.  In  a  nice,  ironic  twist,  the 
phrase  “October  surprise.”  which  Vice  Pres¬ 
idential  candidate  George  Bush  had  coined 
to  warn  of  possible  political  manipulation  of 
the  hostages  by  Jimmy  Carter,  began  to  be 
applied  to  the  suspected  secret  activities  of 
the  1980  Reagan-Buah  campaign. 

I  was  a  member  of  the  Carter  Administra¬ 
tion  and  on  the  staff  of  the  National  Securi¬ 
ty  Council  from  August  1978  to  April  1981. 
with  responsibility  for  monitoring  Iran 
policy.  I  first  heard  these  rumors  In  1981 
and  I  dismissed  them  as  fandfuL  I  again 
heard  them  during  the  1988  election  cam¬ 
paign.  and  X  again  refused  to  believe  them.  I 
had  worked  in  and  around  the  Middle  East 
long  enough  to  be  skeptical  of  the  conspira¬ 
cy  theories  that  abound  In  the  region. 

Then  two  years  ago.  I  began  collecting 
documentation  for  a  book  on  the  Reagan 
Administration’s  policies  toward  Iran.  That 
effort  grew  into  a  massive  computerised 
data  base,  the  equivalent  of  many  thou¬ 
sands  of  pages.  As  I  sifted  through  this  mass 
of  material.  I  began  to  recognise  a  curious 
pattern  in  the  events  surrounding  the  1980 
election.  Increasingly.  I  began  to  focus  on 
that  period,  and  Interviewed  a  wide  range  of 
sources.  I  benefited  greatly  from  the  help  of 
many  Interested,  talented  Investigative  Jour¬ 
nalists. 

In  the  course  of  hundreds  of  Interviews,  in 
the  UA  Europe  and  the  Middle  East.  I 
have  been  told  repeatedly  that  individuals 
assorts  ted  with  the  Reagan-Bush  campaign 
of  1980  met  secretly  with  Iranian  officials  to 
delay  the  release  of  the  American  hostages 
until  after  the  Presidential  ejection.  For 
this  favor.  Iran  was  rewarded  with  a  sub¬ 
stantial  supply  of  arms  from  Israel. 

Some  of  the  sources  Interviewed  by  me  or 


trtds.  and  appeals,  sad  wvwreli  so  other  grounds 
United  Steles  v.  North,  SIS  FA d  Ml  (D.C.  Clr. 
me\  cert  denied.  111  &  CL  3316  (1991).  Indict- 

United  Stem  v.  John  ML  Poindexter,  No.  90-3129 
UXC,  Clr.  decided  Nov.  19.  1991.)  The  repeals  to- 
freed  on  the  issue  of  Immunity,  and  on  some  of  the 
Jury  instructions,  not  the  pretrial  rulaa  itlemmed 
herein  recardine  the  suffldeney  of  indictments 


or  by  the  Issuinre  of  subpoenas  where 
formal  committee  action  is  deemed  necee 
sary. 

It  is  essentlsl,  for  example,  that  a  chair¬ 
man’s  preliminary  inquiry  be  able  to  mini¬ 
mise  the  possibility  of  the  destruction  of 
documents  pending  their  formal  incorpora¬ 
tion  as  committee  files.  There  exists  an  tn- 


my  colleagues  are  or  were  government  offi¬ 
cials  who  claimed  to  have  knowledge  of 
these  events  by  virtue  of  their  official  duties 
or  their  access  to  intelligence  reports.  Most 
Insisted  on  anonymity. 

Other  sources  are  low-level  intelligence 
operatives  and  arms  dealers  who  are  no  boy 
scouts.  A  number  of  them  have  been  arrest- 
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July  13,  1992 


TOS 

FROM: 

RE: 


Investigative  Staff 


E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.  -  Chief  Counse 
Richard  J.  Leon  -  Chief  Minority  Counsel 

Investigative  Procedures 


The  following  sets  forth  the  informal  understanding  between 
the  Majority  and  the  Minority  of  the  Task  Force  of  certain  terms 
and  procedures  relating  to  the  use  of  law  enforcement  investigators 
("agents")  detailed  to  the  October  Surprise  Task  Force  by  Executive 
Branch  agencies. 

(1)  Professional  law  enforcement  investigators  assigned  by 
Executive  Branch  law  enforcement  agencies  (i.e.  F.B.I.,  A.T.F.  and 
Customs)  shall  be  a  joint  resource  to  both  the  Majority  and 
Minority  of  the  Task  Force. 

(2)  All  assignments  to  the  investigators  of  the  Chief  Counsel, 
and  or  the  Chief  Minority  Counsel,  shall,  for  administrative 
purposes  be  made  either  by  or  through  the  Chief  Counsel.  The  Chief 
Counsel  shall  provide  timely  notice  to  the  Chief  Minority  Counsel 
of  all  assignments  to  the  investigators. 

(3)  Unless  directed  otherwise  by  the  Chief  Counsel,  or  the 
Chief  Minority  Counsel,  Task  Force  Agents  may  conduct  interviews 
personally  or  by  telephone.  Such  interviews  shall  not  be  under 
oath  unless  directed  by  the  Chief  Counsel,  upon  consultation  with 
the  Chief  Minority  Counsel . 

(4)  With  regard  to  personal  interviews,  Task  Force  agents 
shall  provide  the  Chief  Counsel,  except  in  extraordinary 
circumstances,  who  shall  in  turn  notify  the  Chief  Minority  Counsel, 
sufficient  advance  notice  of  the  pending  appointment  so  that  they 
can  reasonably  determine  whether  to  assign  an  attorney  to  attend 
the  interview. 
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Furthermore,  with  regard  to  all  personal  interviews,  Task 
Force  agents  shall: 

(a)  inquire  whether  the  witness  is  represented  by  counsel, 
and  if  so,  inform  the  Chief  Counsel  and  Chief  Minority 
Counsel  accordingly,  prior  to  scheduling  the  interview; 

(b)  take  notes  during  all  interviews  and  keep  the 
originals  of  the  same  as  a  record  of  the  Task  Force; 

(c)  reduce  to  writing,  in  memorandum  form,  the  substance 
of  all  personal  interviews  within  five  working  days, 
unless  circumstances  prevent  that  schedule  and  the  Chief 
Counsel  approves  the  delay; 

(d)  provide  both  the  Chief  Counsel  and  the  Chief  Minority 
Counsel  a  copy  of  the  interview  memorandum;  and 

(e)  insure  that  any  documents,  records,  exhibits  or  other 
evidence  obtained  from  the  interviewed  witness  are  turned 
over  immediately  to  the  Task  Force  security  officer 
pursuant  to  the  procedures  relating  to  the  same. 
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March  2,  1984 


\ 

The  Honorable  ^Don  Albosta  I 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and 
Civil  Service 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Chairman  Albosta: 


Further  with  respect  to  your  letter  of  February  15, 
1984,  enclosed  is  an  affidavit  I  have  executed  in  response 
to  your  letter.  While  I  have  not  had  access  to  the  information 
your  Subcommittee  has  obtained  during  the  course  of  its 
inquiry,  in  the  spirit  of  continued  cooperation  I  have 
responded  to  the  matters  based  upon  my  knowledge,  recollection 
or  belief. 
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A  CHRONOLOGY  ON  IRAN 
NOVEMBER  8  -  DECEMBER  21,  1979 


1979 

Nov  8  The  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  the  Islamic  Republic  of  Iran 

announces  that  the  American  Charge  d'Affaires,  L.  Bruce  Laingen, 
and  two  of  his  colleagues,  are  safe  in  the  Ministry  under  the 
protection  of  the  Government.  Iranian  authorities  offer  assurances 
as  to  their  security. 

The  Iranian  students  occupying  the  American  Embassy  at  Tehran 
show  reporters  spy  paraphernalia  they  allege  they  found  in  the 
compound.  In  a  statement,  the  students  claim  that  "all  this 
demonstrates  the  existence  of  a  full-scale  intelligence  operation 
to  cover  all  the  events  taking  place  in  Iran."  Photographs 
of  some  of  the  hostages  are  shown  to  the  reporters.  Two  of 
the  hostages  are  observed  being  led  blindfolded  in  the  compound's 
park. 

The  Ayatollah  Khomeini  is  reported  by  the  Iran  Times  to  have 
stated:  "This  great  Satan— America  is  clamoring  and  gathering 
around  it  other  Satans  because  its  hand  has  been  cut  off  from  our 
resources.  It  is  afraid  this  amputation  may  become  permanent. 
Therefore,  it  is  plotting.  As  for  that  center  (the  U.S.  Embassy) 
occupied  by  our  young  men,  I  have  been  informed  that  it  has  been  a 
lair  of  espionage  and  plotting." 

The  Iranian  students  reject  any  Palestinian  effort  to  mediate  the 
dispute,  claiming  "that  any  kind  of  discusssion  in  this  respect  is 
impossible  until  the  Shah's  extradition."  The  Palestinians  deny 
any  such  intent. 

In  regard  to  the  Palestinian  role,  State  Department  Spokesman 
Hodding  Carter  states:  "We  are  not  really  sure  what  the  PLO  has  in 
mind.  But  if  they  are  moving  to  help  release  the  Americans  now  at 
the  Embassy,  it  would  be  a  highly  responsible  action  in  a  situation 
in  which  they  may  have  some  influence.  We  would  welcome  such 
assistance." 

Nov  9  President  Carter  issues  a  statement  indicating  that  he  has  been 

following  the  developments  in  Iran  with  great  concern.  He 
emphasizes  his  solicitude  for  the  safety  and  security  of  the 
hostages.  He  reveals  that  he  has  been  in  contact  with  a  number  of 
delegations  and  with  the  Iranian  Charge  d'Affaires,  whom  he  is  to 
meet  again  later  that  day. 

Following  a  meeting  of  the  United  Nations  Security  Council,  called 
at  the  behest  of  the  United  States,  the  Council  issues  an  appeal 
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urging  the  immediate  release  of  the  hostages  and  stressing  the 
"inviolability  of  diplomatic  personnel  and  establishments". 

The  Council  does  not  call  for  specific  measures  and  indicates 
it  does  not  seek  to  interfere  in  internal  affairs. 

Tehran's  spiritual  leader,  Ayatollah  Hossein  Al i  Montazeri,  attacks 
the  United  States  for  admitting  the  Shah.  "We  are  not  at  war  with 
te  American  people,"  he  asserts,  "but  our  dispute  is  with  the 
American  government  which  is  giving  shelter  to  the  assassin  of 
50,000  Iranians."  He  is  quoted  in  the  Washington  Post  as  stating 
"If  we  cut  off  oil  supplies,  the  U.S.  and  Europe  will  be 
paralyzed." 

The  students  warn  other  governments  "that  accepting  the 
bloodthirsty  Shah  is  tantamount  to  confrontation  with  the  world  of 
I  slam." 

A  Papal  message  to  Khomeini  asking  him  to  assure  the  safety  of  the 
hostages  is  delivered  to  the  Iranian  Foreign  Minister  by  Bishop 
Annibale  Bugnini.  The  Ambassadors  of  the  European  Community  join 
in  a  demarche  to  the  foreign  ministry  seeking  access  to  the 
hostages  and  to  the  American  charge.  Laingen  reportedly  discusses 
the  hostage-taking  for  the  first  time  with  a  member  of  the  ruling 
Revolutionary  Council,  Abol  Hassan  Bani-Sadr. 

The  United  States  announces  the  suspension  of  deliveries  of  some 
$300  million  in  military  equipment  and  spare  parts  to  Iran. 

Some  900  Iranians  demonstrate  in  Washington,  D.C.  in  support  of  the 
seizure  of  the  U.S.  Embassy. 

Attorney  General  Benjamin  Civiletti  is  instructed  by  President 
Carter  to  initiate  deportation  proceedings  against  Iranian  students 
who  are  found  to  be  in  the  United  States  illegally. 

The  International  Longshoreman's  Association  reveals  its  sentiments 
by  instituting  a  work  stoppage  against  Iranian  ships  at  U.S. 
ports  until  the  release  of  the  hostages. 

The  students  holding  the  hostages  release  a  petition  purportedly 
signed  by  33  of  their  captives  calling  on  the  United  States  to 
return  the  Shah  to  Iran.  Letters  from  three  of  the  hostages 
expressing  similar  sentiments  are  also  made  public.  According  to 
the  New  York  Times,  there  is  no  way  to  determine  the  authenticity 
and/or  voluntary  nature  of  these  statements. 

Bani-Sadr  is  apointed  Foreign  Minister.  In  a  broadcast  speech, 
which  he  terms  a  message  to  the  American  people,  Bani-Sadr 
describes  the  Embassy  as  "a  spy  nest"  that  virtually  ran  Iran  in 
the  past. 

At  the  invitation  of  the  Iranian  students,  diplomats  from  France, 
Sweden,  Syria,  and  Algeria  visit  the  hostages.  Afterwards  the 
Swedish  envoy  states:  "We  did  not  have  any  serious  complaints  from 
the  hostages  about  their  state  of  health,  which  seemed  to  be  good." 
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After  meeting  with  Bishop  Bugnini  at  Qom,  Ayatollah  Khomeini 
rebuffs  the  Pope  on  state-run  television.  The  New  York  Times 
quotes  him  as  saying:  "How  come  the  Pope  thinks  of  the  hostages 
now?  For  the  37  years  of  the  Shah's  regime  the  Vatican  was  aware 
of  all  the  oppression  of  Iran  and  never  once  rose  against  the  Shah. 
Why  is  it  so  suddenly  concerned?" 

United  Nations  Secretary-Genera  1  Kurt  Waldheim  tells  the  Iranian 
charge  at  the  U.N.  that  he  is  ready  to  help  "In  any  appropriate 
way"  to  bring  about  the  end  of  the  detainment  of  hostages. 

The  PLO  promises  to  exert  its  "utmost  efforts"  to  obtain  the 
release  of  the  American  hostages. 

Nov  11  Bani-Sadr  distinguishes  between  embassies  that  are  inviolable  and 

the  U.S.  Embassy,  which  he  describes  as  "the  center  of  control  over 
a  country  ...our  politics,  economy,  army  and  culture  were  directly 
in  its  hand."  The  Foreign  Minister  is  further  quoted  by  the  Tehran 
Domestic  Service  as  stating:  "We  would  not  be  sat i sf i ed. . .even  if 
the  Shah  dies  in  the  United  States  if  he  is  expelled,  we  would 
still  set  up  this  Court,  because  it  is  the  Americans  who  want  to 
judge  for  their  misdeeds,  their  crimes  in  Iran." 

Bani-Sadr  discusses  the  crisis  with  10  European  Ambassadors. 

Bishop  Bugnini  vists  the  hostages. 

Nov  12  The  PLO  admits  the  failure  of  its  mediation  effort. 

President  Carter  orders  an  immediate  suspension  of  oil  imports  from 
Iran,  declaring  that  the  United  States  will  not  yield  to  the 
"unacceptable  demands"  of  the  students  holding  the  hostages.  In 
retaliation,  the  Iranian  Revolutionary  Council  cuts  off  oil  exports 
to  the  United  States. 

Nov  13  Attorney  General  Civil et t i  announces  that  all  Iranian  students  in 

the  United  States  will  have  to  report  to  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service  (INS)  within  30  days  to  show  they  are 
enrolled  as  full-time  students,  in  compliance  with  the  terms  of 
their  visas.  Failure  to  report  or  providing  false  information  to 
INS  will  subject  a  student  to  deportation  proceedings. 

The  House  of  Representatives  votes  379  to  0  to  discontinue  foreign 
aid  to  Iran,  although  the  foreign  aid  bill  contains  no  funds 
for  that  country. 

Iranian  prerequisi tes  for  the  release  of  the  hostages  are  set  forth 
in  a  letter  from  Foreign  Minister  Bani-Sadr  to  the  United  Nations 
Secretary-General:  "...Our  proposal  is  simple  and  very  practical. 
The  American  Government  should,  at  least,  accept  the  investigation 
of  the  guilt  of  the  former  shah  of  Iran  and  its  consequences.  The 
American  Government  should  return  to  the  Iranian  Government  the 
wealth  and  property  which  the  shah,  his  family  and  the  leaders  of 
the  former  regime  have  transferrred  to  the  United  States.  Are 
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these  two  proposals  not  just,  and  are  they  not  in  the  interest  of 
the  spiritual  elevation  of  the  American  nation  and  all  humanity?" 

Regarding  the  Iranian  call  for  a  meeting  of  the  Security  Council, 
the  New  York  Times  reports  the  Department  of  State  as  replying  that 
"first  priority  has  to  be  given  to  the  hostage  release."  Jody 
Powell,  Press  Secretary  to  the  President,  is  reported  to  have  said 
that  "Nobody  should  forget  that  the  issue  involved  here  is  the 
holding  of  diplomatic  personnel  in  the  American  Embassy  in  a 
fashion  contrary  to  international  law  and  the  accepted  procedures 
of  international  relations". 

Sadegh  Ghotbzadeh,  the  supervisor  of  the  Voice  and  Profile  of  the 
Islamic  Republic  of  Iran,  informs  reporters  of  Iran's  three  basic 
conditions  for  the  return  of  the  Shah.  One  of  these  is  that  an 
internatonal  team  of  Iran's  choosing  should  interrogate  him  and 
compile  a  dossier  so  that  he  can  be  tried  by  a  competent  Iranian 
court.  When  he  is  asked  about  the  Shah's  fate  if  he  is  handed 
over,  Ghotbzadeh  replies  that  he  will  be  tried  and  killed.  No 
negotiation  with  the  United  States  or  any  mediator  is  possible,  he 
emphasizes,  and  there  will  be  no  end  to  the  Embassy  seizure  until 
the  Shah  is  in  Iran's  hands. 

A  student  leader  at  the  Embassy  warns  that  the  hostages  will  be 
killed  if  the  United  States  "sends  in  its  combat  troops." 

President  Carter  issues  an  Executive  Order  pursuant  to  the 
International  Emergency  Economic  Powers  Act  blocking  "all  official 
Iranian  assets  in  the  United  States,  including  deposits  in  the 
United  States  banks  and  their  foreign  branches  and  subsidiaries." 

He  does  this  after  Iran  announces  its  intention  to  withdraw  its 
funds  from  the  United  States.  Treasury  Secretary  William  Miller 
states  that  "This  is  not  related  to  the  hostages  because  the 
response  at  the  moment  is  in  terms  of  protecting  these  assets  from 
being  moved  beyond  our  jurisdiction  so  that  American  claims  could 
not  be  provided  for."  Ban i -Sadr  places  the  value  of  the  blocked 
reserves  at  approximately  $12  billion,  and  indicates  that  Iran's 
intended  target  was  the  banking  interests  instrumental  in  gaining 
the  Shah's  entrance  into  the  United  States. 

The  President  of  the  United  Nations  Security  Council  informs  Iran 
of  the  unanimous  will  of  the  Council  that,  so  long  as  the  hostages 
are  held,  its  complaints  against  the  United  States  cannot  be  heard. 

Iran  reportedly  closes  its  air  space  and  territorial  waters  to  U.S. 
aircraft  and  shipping. 

Former  Attorney  General  Ramsey  Clark  is  recalled  by  President 
Carter  after  failing  to  gain  entrance  to  Iran  in  his  mission  to 
negotiate  the  release  of  the  hostages. 

Iran  announces  the  formation  of  a  new  cabinet. 

In  his  first  public  statement  since  the  taking  of  the  Embassy, 
President  Carter  denounces  the  holding  of  the  American  hostages  as 
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an  "act  of  terrorism  totally  outside  the  bounds  of  international 
law,"  and  warns  Iran  that  it  will  be  held  accountable  for  the 
hostages1  safety  and  well-being.  Though  having  good  reason 
to  be  angry,  he  calls  upon  the  American  people  to  show  "restraint" 
and  "firmness." 

Bani-Sadr  asserts  that  in  retaliation  for  the  freeze  of  its  assets 
by  the  United  States,  Iran  is  no  longer  accepting  dollars  in 
payment  for  its  oil.  "If  all  the  other  oil  countries  follow  us," 
he  is  quoted  as  saying  in  the  Washington  Post,  "the  dollar  is 
finished."  "I  was  against  taking  hostages  from  the  start,"  he  is 
reported  as  saying,  but  "now  we  are  confronted  with  a  fait 
accomplis.  To  free  them  would  be  a  sign  of  weakness." 

The  students  issue  a  statement  warning  that  they,  and  they  alone, 
will  make  decisions  regarding  the  release  of  the  hostages. 

Bani-Sadr  is  reported  by  the  New  York  Times  as  having  said  that 
black  and  women  hostages  are  to  be  released  because  "Islam  has  a 
high  regard  for  women  and  because  blacks  are  part  of  an  impoverished 
downtrodden  society." 

Iran  notifies  several  American  oil  companies  that  regardless  of  the 
destination  no  petroleum  will  be  sold  to  them. 

Nov  16  Syria  calls  upon  the  Arab  nations  to  throw  their  support  to  Iran  in 

its  confrontation  with  the  United.  States. 

In  a  statement,  the  students  occupying  the  Embassy  warn  that  if  the 
Shah  leaves  the  United  States  for  another  country  "the  hostages 
will  find  themselves  in  more  difficult  conditions." 

Iran's  Petroleum  Minister  denies  that  Iran  will  no  longer  accept 
dollars  in  payment  for  its  oil. 

Nov  17  Ayatollah  Khomeini  issues  a  decree  instructing  the  students  "to 

hand  over  the  blacks  and  the  women,  if  it  is  proven  that  they  did 
not  spy,  to  the  Ministry  of  Foreign  Affairs  so  that  they  may  be 
immediately  expelled  from  Iran." 

A  statement  released  by  the  White  House  urges  "that  the  authorities 
in  Iran  now  move  to  secure  the  safe  release  of  all  those  still 
being  held." 

Three  hostages  are  immediately  freed  and  four  women  and  six  blacks 
are  designated  to  be  released.  Two  women  and  one  black  still  are 
to  be  detained. 

Khomeini  urges  the  Kurds  to  join  in  the  Iranian  revolution  in 
opposition  to  the  "plunders  led  by  America." 

Bani-Sadr  announces  a  ban  against  transactions  with  companies 
having  commercial  and  industrial  dealings  with  Israel. 
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The  Iranian  Charge  in  Mexico  expresses  the  hope  that  Mexico 
will  close  its  doors  to  the  deposed  Shah. 

Nov  18  The  students  make  an  appeal  to  the  American  people  to  force 

President  Carter  to  return  the  Shah.  They  express  confidence  that 
if  the  Americans  knew  the  truth  about  the  Shah  and  the  "crimes" 
committed  within  the  Embassy,  they  would  favor  returning  the  Shah. 

Ayatollah  Khomeini  grants  interviews  to  representatives  of  the 
three  U.S.  television  networks.  He  refuses  to  release  the  hostages 
whom  he  describes  as  "spies."  Until  the  Shah  is  returned,  he 
rules  out  any  negotiations.  He  states,  however,  that  the  hostages 
wilt  not  be  killed. 

Kuwait  is  reported  in  the  New  York  Times  as  viewing  the  U.S. 
freeze  of  Iranian  assets  as  an  "extremely  dangerous  precedent,"  one 
that  raises  "a  grave  concern  about  the  future  of  international 
f i nanc i a  1  re  I  at i ons ." 

Nov  19  In  a  statement  issued  by  the  White  House  and  the  Department  of 

State,  the  United  States  demands  that  all  of  the  remaining  hostages 
be  released.  Any  effort  to  try  the  hostages  as  spies,  the 
statement  asserts,  would  be  a  flagrant  violation  of  human  rights, 
religious  precepts,  and  international  law.  The  statement  reflects 
the  anger  of  the  President,  reports  the  New  York  Times,  over 
Khomeini's  threat  to  put  some  of  the  hostages  on  trial  for  spying. 

Ten  more  hostages  are  released  by  the  students. 

Nov  20  The  AyatoHah  Khomeini  proclaims  November  21  as  a  day  of  marching 

throughout  Iran  to  demonstrate  the  will  of  the  people  to  "crush 
colonialism  and  exploitation,  especially  by  the  United  States, 
the  number  one  enemy  of  the  Iranian  nation."  Speaking  to  the 
Iranian  people,  Khomeini  says  that  "At  times,  Carter  intimidates  us 
with  military  threats,  and  at  times  with  economic  threats  but  he 
himself  knows  that  he  is  beating  an  empty  drum.  Carter  does  not 
have  the  guts  to  engage  in  a  military  operation."  A  guilty  person, 
he  emphasizes,  must  be  returned  to  the  scene  of  his  crimes  for 
trial.  He  goes  on  to  says  "We  shall  close  down  the  embassy.  This 
center  of  espionage  will  no  longer  continue  here  in  the  name  of  the 
embassy,  unless  all  this  spying  business  stops  and  they  decide  to 
have  an  embassy,  not  a  place  of  espionage.  If  they  return  him, 
this  is  possible.  If  they  close  this  place  of  espionage  and  if 
they  return  him  it  is  possible  that  we  might  have  relations  which 
will  be  useful  to  us.  So  long  as  that  person  is  there,  we  shall 
not  sever  our  relations,  because  we  must  keep  these  people  here. 
These  people  who  are  now  with  us  are  spies,  not  diplomats." 

Khomeini  repudiates  the  written  pledge  of  Bani-Sadr  to  attend  a 
forthcoming  U.N.  Security  Council  meeting.  He  describes  such  a 
session  as  having  a  predetermined  course  dictated  by  the  United 
States.  "Our  nation  does  not  agree  with  the  made-to-order  Security 
Council  meeting,"  he  tells  the  Iranian  people  in  a  broadcast 
speech. 
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The  New  York  Times  reports  that  President  Carter  is  sending  a  second 
naval  task  force  into  the  Indian  Ocean  south  of  Iran.  Following  a 
meeting  between  President  Carter  and  his  top  advisers,  the  White 
House  issues  a  statement  indicating  a  preference  for  a  a  peaceful 
settlement  of  the  dispute,  but  noting  the  other  options  available 
under  the  U.N.  Charter. 

An  attack  upon  the  Grand  Mosque  of  Mecca  takes  place. 

Nov  21  The  Iranian  students  warn  the  American  Government  that: 

"1.  If  it  Is  felt  that  the  U.S.  threats  are 
becoming  a  reality,  all  the  hostages  will  be 
killed  at  once. 

2.  In  the  event  of  the  slightest  military  offensive 
by  America,  all  Americans  residing  in  Iran  will  be 
endangered  and  the  embassy,  which  has  been 
a  place  of  espionage,  will  blow  up." 

They  issue  a  17  point  resolution  indicating  the  Embassy  is  “a  base 
of  espionage  and  conspiracy"  against  Iran  and  not  a  "base  of 
diplomatic  activity."  They  go  on  to  say  that: 

"The  American  hostages  must  be  tried  in  Iran,  and 
after  exposure  of  their  treacheries  committed  on 
orders  from  the  American  government,  they  must  be 
punished,  unless  the  American  government  hands  over 
the  deposed  Shah  to  the  Iranian  nation,  in  which 
case  they  will  be  commuted  by  one  degree  (as  heard), 
their  trial  will  be  foregone  and  they  will  be  ex¬ 
pelled  from  Iran." 

Jody  Powell,  the  President's  Press  Secretary,  issues  a  statement 
detailing  the  harsh  treatment  of  the  American  hostages.  He  states 
that  the  United  States  holds  Iran  "strictly  accountable"  for  the 
safety  of  the  hostages. 

Iran  assures  the  international  financial  community  that  it  intends 
to  meet  its  obligations.  The  declaration  is  in  response  to  a 
decision  by  a  U.S. -led  banking  syndicate  to  hold  ir-n  in  default  of 
a  $500  million  loan.  Iran  describes  the  defaul'  technical 
because  of  the  freezing  of  its  assets. 

Following  inaccurate  radio  reports  implicating  the  United  States  in 
the  seizure  the  day  before  of  the  Grand  Mosque  of  Mecca,  Pakistani 
mobs  attack  and  partially  burn  the  American  Embass>  in  Islamabad 
and  also  attack  the  American  Consulate  In  Karachi,  the  American 
Library  in  Lahore,  and  the  American  Cultural  Center  In  Rawalpindi. 
The  United  States  Is  angered  by  Iranian  radio  reports  crediting  the 
false  rumors  of  U.S.  Involvement  in  the  Mecca  affair.  Huge 
ant  I -Amer I  can  demonstrations  mark  the  first  day  of  Muharram,  the 
Shi'ite  Muslim  month  of  mourning. 
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Nov  22  Spooking  to  Pakistani  military  off! cars  returning  from  Mocca, 

Khomeini  expresses  his  joy  that  Pakistan  has  risen  against  the 
foreign  tyranny  of  the  United  States.  He  makes  a  strong  plea  for 
Muslim  unity  in  the  face  of  the  "satanic  plots  and  tricks"  of  the 
United  States.  He  speaks  of  the  need  to  return  a  criminal  for  trial 
to  the  place  of  his  wrongdoing. 

Ban i -Sadr,  in  an  interview  with  heads  of  news  centers,  dismisses 
the  Vienna  Convention  as  not  having  been  accepted  by  the  Iranian 
people  but  only  by  the  Pahlavi  regime. 

Ghotbzadeh  reportedly  states  that  the  trial  of  the  hostages  will 
start  "soon11  if  the  United  States  continues  to  "play  for  time"  in 
refusing  to  extradite  the  Shah. 

The  countries  of  the  21-member  Council  of  Europe  appeal  to  Iran  to 
release  the  hostages.  They  condemn  the  seizure  as  a  "flagrant 
violation  of  international  law." 

Nov  23  The  Assembly  of  experts,  elected  the  previous  August  to  review  and 

revise  the  draft  republican  constitution,  presents  the  finished 
document  to  Ayatollah  Khomeini.  The  Revolut ionary  Council 
institutes  cabinet  changes. 

Nov  2k  One  day  after  meeting  with  Foreign  Minister  Ban i -Sadr, 

Representative  George  Hansen  (R- Idaho)  visits  "fewer  than  20" 
hostages  at  the  Embassy.  He  reports  they  are  "in  relatively 
comfortable  circumstances."  He  is  the  first  American  allowed  into 
the  Embassy  compound  since  the  November  k  seizure. 

Both  the  Ayatollah  and  the  students  accuse  the  United  States  of 
being  involved  in  the  attack  on  the  mosque  in  Mecca.  Once  again 
Khomeini  issues  a  call  for  Muslim  unity. 

Nov  25  U.N.  Secretary-General  Waldheim  calls  for  an  urgent  Security 

Council  meeting  on  the  Iranian  situation.  He  says  he  considers  the 
matter  the  most  serious  threat  to  peace  since  the  Cuban  Missile 
crisis.  The  United  States  supports  his  appeal. 

In  an  interview  with  Paris  AFP,  Bani-Sadr  says  the  United  States 
is  about  to  mount  an  economic  blockade  of  Iran.  "The  moment  has 
arrived,"  he  states,  for  countries  of  Europe  and  the  Third  World 
"to  be  saved  from  domination  by  the  dollar." 

Nov  26  In  an  Interview  with  a  correspondent  for  Le  Monde,  Khomeini  says 

President  Carter  is  Iran's  enemy,  not  the  American  people.  He 
denies  having  approved  the  Intent  of  the  students  to  kill  the 
hostages  should  the  United  States  take  military  action.  He  claims 
merely  that  he  would  not  be  able  to  control  them  under  those 
circumstances. 

Department  of  State  spokesman  Hodding  Carter  emphasizes  the  great 
unity  of  the  American  people  in  the  face  of  the  provocation  by 
Iran. 
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The  United  States  begins  e  voluntary  evacuation  of  nonessential 
diplomats,  dependents  end  businessman  from  about  10  Islamic 
countries  where  they  face  a  potential  threat. 

The  Security  Council  unaniuously  agrees  to  hold  e  forme  I  debate  on 
the  seizure  of  the  lubessy  end  its  occupants. 

Nov  27  The  students  announce  that  the  Embassy  compound  has  been  mined. 

The  Secretary  General  of  the  Tudeh  (Coemunist)  forty  expresses 
his  support  of  the  Eabassy  takeover  in  e  press  interview. 

Khomeini  rejects  the  proposed  Security  Council  meeting. 

fresident  Carter  describes  the  treatment  of  the  hostages  as  "a 
disgrace  to  every  person  who  believes  in  civilisation  or  decency." 
He  asserts  that  the  "slate  cannot  be  wiped  clean"  even  if  Iran 
frees  the  hostages. 

Nov  28  Iran  wins  e  three* day  postponeswnt  of  the  Security  Council  debate, 

which  Bani-Sadr  is  expected  to  attend.  La  Honda  reports  that 
Khomeini,  foreseeing  a  defeat  for  Iran,  opposes  Bani-Sadr's 
participation  in  the  debate.  The  Foreign  Minister  allegedly  fails 
in  his  effort  to  persuade  the  Ayatollah  otherwise.  Thereafter  he 
is  removed  by  Khomeini  and  the  Revolutionary  Council  from  his 
position  as  Foreign  Minister,  although  he  retains  his  Economic  and 
Financial  Affairs  portfolio.  Ghotbzadeh  becomes  the  third  Iranian 
foreign  minister  in  three  weeks. 

In  a  nationally  televised  news  conference,  President  Carter  accuses 
the  government  of  Iran  of  an  unprecedented  violation  of 
international  law  end  standards  of  civilized  behavior  and  declares 
that  the  United  States  'Sill I  not  rest  or  bend  in  our  efforts"  until 
all  American  hostages  in  Tehran  ere  freed.  Because  he  favors  "a 
peaceful  solution"  over  "the  other  remedies  aval lable— for  the 
United  States  and  the  world,"  the  President  expresses  the  hope  that 
a  Security  Council  debate  will  lead  to  such  a  result.  The 
President  declares  he  has  "no  regrets  end  no  apologies"  for  his 
decision  to  admit  the  Shah. 

The  United  States  takes  its  case  against  Iran  to  the  International 
Court  of  Justice  at  The  Hague.  Iren  is  charged  with  violating  the 
1)81  end  1989  Vienna  Convention  on  diplomatic  end  consular 
relations,  e  1973  Convention  protecting  diplomats,  the  1955  U.S.- 
I ran  friendship  treaty,  and  the  United  Nations  Charter. 

The  Wash I no ton  Post  reports  that  leaders  of  Saudi  Arabia,  Kuwait, 
end  the  United  Arab  Emirates  have  told  Treasury  Secretary  Hiller 
that  they  went  the  hostages  to  be  released  unharmed,  but  they 
oppose  any  military  Intervention  to  free  them. 

Nov  29  The  Students  assert  that  if  the  Shah  is  sent  to  another  country 
"the  trial  of  the  hostages  will  be  inevitable." 
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In  connection  with  the  “crimes11  of  the  Shah,  Khomeini  calls 
for  a  trial  of  President  Carter  and  those  of  his  predecessors 
having  involvement  in  the  matter. 

The  Government  of  Mexico  announces  that  the  Shah's  visa  will  not  be 
renewed. 

Ghotbzadeh  announces  at  a  press  conference  that  Iran  will  not 
participate  in  the  Security  Council  debate  and  that  it  opposes  such 
a  session.  He  says  no  date  has  been  set  for  a  spy  trial  of  the 
hostages.  As  for  Laingen,  Victor  Thomseth,  and  Col.  Leland 
Holland,  he  states  they  are  not  being  held  as  hostages  and  are 
technically  free  to  leave.  He  offers  to  “try  to  facilitate 
things,"  if  requested.  Iran  is  not  prepared  to  back  down,  he 
emphasizes,  and  he  calls  on  the  United  States  to  do  so.  Tensions 
increase  as  several  hundreds  of  thousands  of  Iranians  in  Tehran 
prepare  to  mark  Ashura,  the  holiest  day  in  the  Shi'ite  Islam 
mourning  month  of  Muharram. 

The  last  non-American  hostages  are  released. 

The  Iranians  holding  the  hostages  distribute  purported  State 
Department  cables  to  the  press,  which  prove,  they  claim,  that 
William  Daugherty  and  Malcolm  Kalp  are  CIA  officers  serving  under 
diplomatic  cover.  The  militants  say  that  they  now  consider 
Laingen,  Thomseth,  and  Holland  to  be  spies.  A  student  spokeman 
asserts  “They,  too,  will  be  tried,  like  the  rest."  Ghotbzadeh 
denies  he  ever  said  that  Laingen  and  his  companions  were  free  to 
leave. 

The  Security  Council  debate  on  Iran  begins. 

Voting  on  the  new  Islamic  constitution  begins. 

President  Carter  affords  the  Shah  temporary  sanctuary  at  Lackland 
Air  Force  Base  Hospital  in  San  Antonio,  Texas.  In  response  to  the 
question  of  whether  he  will  offer  the  Shah  permanent  exile,  the 
President  replies:  “I  can't  answer  that  now."  Reuters  reports 
threats  from  the  students  to  start  the  trials  immediately  if  the 
Shah  leaves  the  United  States  for  another  country. 

Ghotbzadeh,  when  asked  by  Paris  radio  reporters  for  his  position  on 
the  matter  of  the  hostages,  replies:  “Listen,  the  essential  problem 
which  we  have  been  faced  with  since  this  crisis  is  that  everybody 
is  talking  about  the  problem  of  the  hostages  and  never  about  the 
cause  of  this  affair — the  shah  and  his  arrival  in  the  United 
States."  He  goes  on  to  say  that  the  U.S.  diplomats  at  the  Ministry 
of  Foreign  Affairs  are  “free  to  wait  there."  But  their  safety 
is  assured  only  so  long  as  they  do  not  depart  the  Ministry. 

The  second  session  of  the  U.N.  Security  Council  emergency  debate  on 
Iran  begins  Secretary-General  Waldheim  indicates  that  he  has 
assurance  from  Ghotbzadeh  that  Iran  will  send  a  representative  to 
the  United  Nations.  But  the  Iranian  Foreign  Minister  is  quoted  in 
press  reports  shortly  therefter  as  saying:  “I  am  just  sending  a  man 
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to  manage  Iran's  U.N.  mission.  The  person  will  not  negotiate  and 
will  not  be  part  of  the  Security  Council  meeting." 

An  estimated  2,000  Libyans  chanting  support  for  Iran  break  into  the 
U.S.  Embassy  in  Tripoli,  causing  the  occupants  to  flee  and  doing 
damage  within.  The  United  States  protests  the  inadequate  and 
unresponsive  nature  of  the  Libyan  Government's  reaction. 

The  students  holding  the  Embassy  make  the  following 
announcement:  "With  the  new  evidence  and  documents  which  have 
been  discovered,  the  charge  d'affaires  of  American  espionage 
and  two  of  his  companions  who  are  staying  at  the  Ministry  of 
Foreign  Affairs  are  among  the  chief  spies  of  the  embassy  and, 
therefore,  they  are  regarded  as  hostages  of  the  Iranian  nation 
and  should  be  under  complete  surveillance  so  that  the  Iranian 
nation  can  decide  on  them  at  the  opportune  time." 

Ghotbzadeh  is  relieved  of  his  other  position  as  head  of  Iran's 
radio  and  television  network. 

Department  of  State  Spokesman  Hodding  Carter  states  in  regard  to 
the  Shah:  "We  are  not  going  to  put  a  man  in  a  rowboat  and  send  him 
out  beyond  the  Continental  Shelf  if  he  has  no  place  to  go." 

The  Security  Council  calls  on  Iran  to  "release  immediately"  the 
American  hostages  and  to  use  the  United  Nations  as  a  forum  for 
resolving  its  dispute  with  the  United  States.  The  resolution 
urges  a  peaceful  solution  to  the  problem  and  authorizes  the 
Secretary-General  to  use  his  good  offices  to  achieve  that  end.  The 
resolution  commands  the  unanimous  support  of  the  Council  members. 
Donald  McHenry,  the  U.S.  Ambassador  to  the  United  Nations, 
expresses  his  hope  that  Iran  will  respond  positively.  He  is 
reported  in  the  Washington  Post  as  reaffirming  the  U.S. 
willingness  to  listen  to  Iran's  grievances. 

Iran's  Revolutionary  Council  claims  an  overwhelming  victory  for  the 
new  constitution,  but  there  is  growing  evidence  that  large  segments 
of  the  population  absented  themselves  from  the  polls. 

The  militants  holding  the  hostages  dismiss  the  Security  Council 
resolution  as  "worthless."  The  New  York  Times  reports  that  the 
President  has  authorized  planning  for  economic  sanctions  against 
Iran  If  diplomatic  moves  fail. 

Ayatollah  Khomeini  broadcasts  an  emergency  appeal  for  national 
unity  following  clashes  between  his  supporters  and  those  of 
Ayatollah  Kazem  Shar iat-Madar i  in  Tabriz,  the  provincial  capital  of 
Azerbal Jan. 

According  to  the  Washington  Post,  Ghotbzadeh  announces  that  he  and 
Khomeini  view  the  Security  Council  resolution  as  a  "step  forward." 
But  their  satisfaction  is  limited  "because  they  (the  Council) 
have  not  condemned  the  Shah." 
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A  nephew  of  the  Shah,  Mustapha  Chefik,  is  shot  to  death  in  Paris. 
Reuters  reports  that  the  head  of  Iran's  revolutionary  tribunal, 
Ayatollah  Sadegh  Khakhall,  takes  responsibility  for  the  assassination. 

President  Carter  states:  "If  the  hostages  are  tried  we  would  take 
steps  to  interrupt  commerce  with  Iran;  this  would  be  action  that 
might  restrain,  or  begin  to  cause  problems  for  Iran,  but  wouldn't 
lead  to  bloodshed".  President  Carter  further  states:  I  am  not 
going  to  take  any  military  action  that  would  cause  bloodshed  or 
arouse  the  unstable  captors  of  our  hostages  to  attack  them  or 
punish  them".  The  President  gives  assurance  to  the  relatives  of 
some  of  the  hostages  that  he  would  not  "initiate  any  sort  of 
military  action  that  would  endanger  the  people  you  care  for". 

The  New  York  Times  reports  that  Ghotbzadeh  has  raised  the 
possiblity  that  plans  for  a  spy  trial  might  be  announced  in  a  few 
days.  He  also  supposedly  held  out  the  prospect  of  freedom  for  those 
hostages  "not  directly  and  consciously  involved  in  espionage"  at 
some  future  unspecified  date.  Militants  at  the  Embassy  repudiate 
these  remarks,  claiming  that  only  "the  Moslem  people  and  Imam 
Khomeini"  possess  the  authority  to  make  such  decisions. 

According  to  the  New  York  Times,  Ghotbzadeh  gives  notice  in  Tehran 
of  Iran's  intent  to  convene  an  international  panel  to  "review  the 
dossier  of  crimes  by  the  U.S.  Government  in  Iran"  since  the  1953 
coup  that  restored  the  Shah  to  power.  The  Foreign  Minister  states 
the  members  would  be  independent  and  free  personalities  from  around 
the  world  and  from  Iran. 

Speaking  to  relatives  of  the  hostages,  the  Under  Secretary  for 
Political  Affairs,  David  D.  Newsom,  indicates  the  United  States  is 
willing  to  air  grievances,  but  not  to  return  the  Shah.  Much 
depends,  he  states,  on  whether  Iran  subjects  the  hostages  to  trial. 
Should  that  happen,  he  reveals,  the  United  States  will  act  to  halt 
commerce  with  Iran. 

Violence  flares  again  in  Tabriz  as  supporters  of  Khomeini  and 
Shari at-Madari  do  battle  for  control  of  the  radio-television 
station. 

On  the  NBC  interview  program  "Meet  the  Press,"  Ghotbzadeh  describes 
the  intended  international  panel  as  a  grand  jury  to  sit  in  judgment 
of  U.S.  policy  in  Iran.  It  is  doubtful,  he  states,  that  any 
hostages  would  be  set  free  prior  to  the  investigation.  While  it  is 
likely  that  most  of  the  hostages  will  be  brought  before  the  panel, 
the  chief  focus  is  U.S.  "wrongdoing"  In  Iran.  When  asked  if  Iran 
respects  international  law,  he  refers  to  alleged  U.S.  violations  of 
human  and  international  law. 

On  the  CBS  interview  program  "Face  the  Nations,"  Zbigniew 
Brzezinski,  the  Assistant  to  the  President  for  National  Security 
Affairs,  emphasizes  that  there  are  "legitimate  forms  of  seeking 
redress."  He  states  that  if  the  hostages  are  further  abused  "we 
could  hardly  afford  to  sit  by  as  spectators." 
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Secretary  of  State  Cyrus  Vance  leaves  for  Europe  to  brief  leaders 
there  on  U.S.  plans  to  apply  greater  economic  pressure  on  Iran 
if  the  hostages  are  placed  on  trial. 

Oec  10  Attorney  General  Civiletti  asks  the  International  Court  of  Justice 

to  take  "the  quickest  possible  action"  to  insure  the  release  of  the 
hostages.  The  United  States  argues  that  the  Vienna  Convention 
gives  the  Court  jurisdiction  in  disputes  of  this  kind  when  the 
parties  cannot  resolve  matters  between  themselves.  No  Iranian 
representative  appears,  but  Ghotbzadeh  sends  a  telegram  denying  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court.  He  describes  the  hostage  problem  as 
secondary  compared  to  the  25  years  of  continual  U.S.  interference  in 
the  internal  affairs  of  Iran.  The  Court,  he  asserts,  can  not 
address  this  matter  "divorced  from  its  proper  context". 

One  of  the  hostages,  Marine  Corporal  William  Gallegos  is 
interviewed  by  NBC-TV. 

The  New  York  Times  reports  that  Jody  Powell  warns  Iran  that  the 
United  States  would  regard  the  placing  of  the  hostages  before  an 
Iranian-appointed  international  tribunal  with  the  same  gravity  as 
it  would  view  a  spy  trial.  Shar i at-Madar i  is  reported  in  the  New 
York  Times  to  have  resisted  pressure  from  Khomeini  to  dissolve  the 
Muslim  People's  Party  in  Azerbaijan. 

Dec  11  Shar i at-Madar i  criticizes  the  Islamic  consitution  approved  in  last 

week's  referendum,  in  which  he  did  not  vote. 

At  a  news  conference,  Ghotbzadeh  announces  that  he  will  name  the 
members  of  the  international  panel  in  about  ten  days. 

U.S.  District  Judge  Joyce  Green  rules  unconstitutional  the  Attorney 
General's  November  13  order  that  all  Iranians  with  student  visas 
report  for  immigration  interviews  by  December  1A  or  face  possible 
deportation.  The  Government  files  notice  of  its  intention  to 
appeal  the  decision  to  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals. 

The  New  York  Times  reports  that  the  United  States  is  sounding  out 
its  major  European  allies  concerning  the  imposition  of 
international  economic  sanctions  upon  Iran. 

Dec  12  The  United  States  orders  the  expulsion  of  most  Iranian  diplomats  in 

the  United  States  in  retaliation  for  the  continued  detention  of  the 
hostages.  Department  of  State  Spokesman  Tom  Reston  describes  the 
order  as  one  of  a  series  of  "measured  steps"  intended  to  influence 
I  ran. 

Dec  13  Khomeini  is  quoted  as  follows  in  the  New  York  Times:  "It  is 

necessary  to  form  an  international  investigation  team  with  the 
consultation  of  the  Revolutionary  Council,  so  that  the  U.S. 
Government's  aggressor  policies  in  Iran,  especially  during  the  rule 
of  the  deposed  traitor-Shah,  be  investigated  and  put  before  world 
public  opinion,  so  that  the  international  organizations  which 
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are  under  U.S.  control  and  have  denounced  Iran  be  better 
informed  about  the  U.S.  Government  crimes  against  our  nations" 

The  NATO  foreign  ministers  issue  a  statement  saying  that  while 
they  have  "no  desire  to  intervene  in  Iran's  internal  affairs." 
the  taking  of  hostages  is  "totally  unacceptable  and  must  be 
firmly  opposed  by  the  international  community  as  a  whole."  Japanese 
Prime  Minister  Ohira  is  reported  in  the  New  York  Times  as  responding 
to  strong  U.S.  criticism  by  asking  oil  companies  not  to  exceed 
the  level  of  imports  that  prevailed  prior  to  the  seizure  of 
the  American  hostages.  Negotiations  between  a  Government  delegation 
and  rebellious  Kurds  end  abruptly. 

Iranians  accuse  the  United  States  of  instigating  the  alleged  Iraqi 
i nvasi on . 

The  Federal  Appeals  Court  permits  the  continued  checking  of  Iranian 
visas  while  the  matter  is  under  appeal. 

The  Shah  leaves  the  United  States  for  Panama.  A  spokesman  for  the 
students  holding  the  hostages  states  this  assures  a  spy  trial. 

The  International  Court  of  Justice  issues  a  unanimous  opinion 
ordering  the  release  of  the  hostages.  The  Court  instructs  Iran  to 
return  the  Embassy  to  U.S.  control  and  urges  both  sides  to  avoid 
actions  that  might  aggravate  tensions. 

Ghotbzadeh,  appearing  on  ABC's  "Issues  and  Answers,"  says  the 
hostages  will  be  visited  by  a  delegation  of  Christian  clergy  prior 
to  Christmas.  He  insists  on  the  return  of  the  Shah's  wealth  to 
I  ran. 

Secretary  of  Defense  Harold  Brown,  appearing  of  CBS's  "Face  the 
Nation,"  says  the  United  States  will  pursue  non-military  moves  in 
seeking  the  release  of  the  hostages. 

A  Congressional  Research  Service  Report  states  that  Iran  has 
reduced  its  imports  to  the  point  where  it  is  able  to  secure  from 
other  sources  the  essential  items  it  previously  purchased  from  the 
United  States.  Iran  therefore  is  less  vulnerable,  the  report 
concludes,  to  a  U.S.  trade  embargo. 

In  an  interview  with  Muslim  journalists,  Khomeini  states  the 
students  occupying  the  Embassy  express  the  will  of  the  Iranian 
people  and  are  not  setting  a  separate  foreign  policy.  He  rejects 
the  recent  calls  from  the  Security  Council  and  the  International 
Court  of  Justice  for  release  of  the  hostages.  The  Revolutionary 
Council  issues  a  statement  holding  the  United  States  responsible 
for  the  Shah's  crimes  and  accusing  Panama  of  being  an  accomplice 
for  affording  him  refuge.  Ghotbzadeh  announces  that  the 
international  board  of  inquiry  will  be  convened  in  early  January. 
Former  Irish  Foreign  Minister  Sean  MacBride  and  the  head  of  the 
Paris  Bar  Association,  Louis-Edmond  Pettiti,  are  identified  as 
being  under  consideration  for  the  panel. 
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The  Oean  of  the  Divinity  College  of  Tehran  University  and  a  member 
of  the  Revolutionary  Council  close  to  Khomeini,  Dr.  Mohammed 
Mofateh,  is  killed  by  unknown  assailants.  The  Council  blames  the 
CIA  and  SAVAK  for  the  assassination. 

Jody  Powell,  the  President's  Press  Secretary,  states  that  Iran 
might  be  subject  to  punitive  measures  including  military  movements 
if  the  hostages  are  subjected  to  "public  exploitation"  before  an 
international  tribunal.  The  warning,  says  the  Washington  Post  is 
similar  to  the  U.S.  statement  of  November  20  in  response  to 
Iranian  threats  to  initiate  spy  trials. 

Ghotbzadeh  is  reported  by  the  Washington  Post  as  having  said  that 
an  official  U.S.  investigation  of  the  alleged  crimes  of  the  Shah 
would  be  a  "very  positive  step"  and  could  end  the  crisis.  The 
Foreign  Minister  seems  to  be  trying  to  signal  Washington  on  ways  to 
end  the  impasse,  the  Post  reports. 

The  New  York  Times  reports  that  Ambassador  McHenry  has  conveyed  a 
request  from  U.N.  Secretary-General  Waldheim  to  President  Carter 
asking  for  a  delay  in  U.S.  moves  to  seek  economic  sanctions  against 
Iran.  According  to  the  Times,  the  Administration  agreed  so  as  to 
permit  Waldheim  to  pursue  his  "intensive  discussions"  with  the 
Iranians.  However,  the  United  States  was  reportedly  informing  its 
allies  of  the  measures  they  would  be  expected  to  take. 

According  to  the  Washington  Post,  State  Department  Spokesman 
Hodding  Carter  rejected  Iranian  suggestions  that  the  situation  of 
the  hostages  might  be  improved  if  the  United  States  agreed  to 
conduct  an  official  investigation  of  the  Shah's  activities. 

The  Iranian  Ambassador  to  the  Scandinavian  nations,  Abbas  Ami r- 
Entazam  is  arrested  because  documents  found  in  the  American  EmDassy 
at  Tehran  purportedly  show  he  cooperated  with  U.S.  diplomats  in 
seeking  to  improve  ties  between  Iran  and  the  United  States. 

President  Carter  announces  that  the  United  States  will  ask  the  U.N. 
Security  Council  next  week  to  impose  economic  sanctions  upon  Iran 
under  Title  VII  of  the  U.N.  Charter.  He  asserts  that  "concrete 
action"  by  the  international  community  is  required  if  there  is  to 
be  a  peaceful  resolution  of  the  crisis.  He  emphasizes  that  "The 
world  community  must  support  the  legal  machinery  it  has 
established".  The  President  asks  Iran  to  end  the  crisis  by 
immediately  freeing  the  hostages. 

The  Export- Import  Bank  declares  Iran  in  default  of  more  than  $2^5 
million  in  loans. 

The  students  bow  to  an  appeal  from  Khomeini  and  agree  to  allow 
clergymen  to  hold  Christmas  services  for  the  hostages.  The 
State  Department  welcomes  the  development. 

Disturbances  occur  in  Zahedan,  the  provincial  capital  of 
Baluchistan. 
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The  Kurds  reject  9overnment  proposals  for  increased  regional 
autonomy. 
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Member  7,  1979 


>  Honorable  Werren  M.  Christopher 
Deputy  Secretary  of  state 
Department  of  state 
v  Room  7220 

2201  C  Street,  N.W. 

Washington,  D.C.  20S20 

n  Dear  Mr.  Deputy  Secretary i 

As  I  understand  it,  Henry  Precht  has  infomsd  you 
-  about  Dr.  Cyrus  Hashes!  and  his  willingness  to  be  of 
^  assistance  in  the  u.  S.  hostage  natter. 

^  The  enclosed  memorandum  from  him  sets  forth 

points  which  he  believes  are  of  concern  to  his  government 
\  end  which  might,  from  Iran's  viewpoint,  form  the  basis  for 
.  settleasnt  discussions.  Other  than  the  immediate  return 
of  American  hostages,  he  has  not  attempted  to  state  the 
United  States  agenda  for  such  a  masting. 

If  after  reading  his  memorandum,  you  believe  that 
hia  efforts  can  be  helpful,  he  will  come  to  Washington 
immediately  in  order  to  discuss  with  you  or  your  designee 
precisely  how  he  proposes  to  arrange  a  negotiation  meeting. 

At  the  same  time.  Dr.  Hashomi  believes  that  the 
many  private  channels  presently  being  used  are  somewhat 
confusing  to  Iranian  deliberations  and  perhaps  are  counter¬ 
productive  to  U.  s.  efforts  as  well.  He  therefore  wishes 
you  to  know  that  if  you  have  better  lines  of  communication 
than  the  ones  he  offers,  or  if  you  believe  his  proposed 
efforts  are  not  produe. ive  at  this  time,  he  will  remain 
dormant  in  the  matter.  In  short,  he  is  not  seeking  to  be 
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an  officious  intermcddler  or  a  "loose  cannon  on  dock.”  This 
is  particularly  so  in  light  of  certain  risks  he  takes  to 
implement  his  proposal. 


Although  Or.  Hashemi  is  in  daily  contact  with 
several  persons  at  high  levels  of  the  Iranian  government, 
please  note  his  disclaimer  here  to  the  effect  that  the 
enclosed  memorandum  does  not  represent  official  views  of 
the  Iranian  government. 


Call  me  at  any  time  if  I  can  arrange  communications 
with  Dr.  Hashemi  or  be  of  other  assistance  (office,  828-1900, 
home,  229-1324). 


Enclosure 


Sincerely 


Stanley  Pottingpr 


c  ■? 
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PR0M  DR*  CYRUS  HASSHEMI  to  J.  STANLEY  POTTINGER, 

U£C£?ioE°  7 1  1979 j 


This  is  to  outline  a  possible  agenda  for  bilateral 
discussions  toward  a  resolution  of  the  current  Iranian-American 
impasse  over  U.  S.  hostages  and  the  Shah.  It  is  my  hope  that 
tnis  memorandum  might  serve  as  a  vehicle  for  further  communica¬ 
tions  between  the  United  States  and  Iran. 

Matters  to  be  discussed  from  Iran's  point  of  views 

Accounting.  The  United  States  would  assist  in 
an  accounting  of  all  wealth  within  the  custody  or  control  of 
the  shah  for  purposes  of  determining  what  may  belong  to  the 
National  Treasury  of  Iran.  The  United  States  would  not  be 
responsible  for  actually  conducting  such  an  accounting— nor 
would  Iran  wish  the  United  States  to  undertake  this  responsibility— 
but  would  cooperate  with  and  assist  an  independent  outside 
mutually  agreeable  responsible  party.  U.  S.  assistance  would 
consist  of  such  matters  as  helping  to  obtain  access  to  informa- 
tion  contained  in  U«  S.  records ,  including  records  maintained 
under  the  Bank  Secrecy  Act,  reflecting  transfers  of  money 
from  Iranian  to  U.  s.  banks  on  behalf  of  the  Shah's  account. 

The  U.  S.  would  also  use  its  best  efforts  to  gain  the  coopera¬ 
tion  of  other  countries  having  jurisdiction  over  disputed 
*t*ets  to  assist  in  the  accounting  and  to  take  such  steps  as 
are  indicated  to  repatriate  national  treasure.  A  more 
^•tailed  definition  of  the  accounting  mission,  who  would 
perform  it,  and  the  specific  nature  of  U.  S.  assistance  would 
await  further  discussion. 

2)  Removal  of  the  Shah.  The  United  States  would 
rapidly  find  a  wura-country  host  for  the  Shah  and  facilitate 
his  departure  to  such  a  state  at  the  earliest  practicable 
time. 

3)  Statement  of  Sympathy.  The  United  States,  by 
an  appropriately  nign  level  official,  would  make  a  statement 
to  the  effect  that  it  understands  and  sympathises  with  the 
concerns  voiced  by  the  Iranian  people  over  their  treatment 
by  the  Shah.  (This  isnediately  preceding  sentence  is  meant 
only  to  describe  the  subject  generally,  not  itself  define 
auch  a  statement's  form  or  content.)  It  is  understood  that 
■uch  a  statement  would  not  be  expected  to  constitute  a 

naa  culpa  by  the  President,  but  would  be  more  in  the  vein 
of  Ambassador  McHenry's  statement  of  sympathy  made  to  the 
u.  n.  Security  Council.  The  statement  would  refer  to  the 
financial  problems  in  Iran  posed  by  the  Shah's  taking  of 
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assets  and  incorporate  whatever  steps  are  agreed  to  under 
the  "accounting"  provisions  (paragraph  1  above) . 

4)  United  Nations  Commission.  The  United  States 
would  seek  through  the  auspices  of  the  United  Nations  to 
establish  a  forum  or  commission  to  hear  a  host  country's 
allegations  against  expatriate  national  leaders  and  to 
establish  the  process  by  which  these  allegations  are  given 
fair  hearing.  While  such  an  effort  would  apply  to  Iran's 
present  charges  against  the  Shah,  the  rules  and  forum 
established  by  this  effort  would  be  of  general  applicability, 
rot  aimed  solely  at  the  current  Iranian  situation.  An 
alternative  approach  which  focuses  specifically  upon  Iran— 
and  which  might  also  form  the  basis  for  a  U.  N.  Commission— 
is  set  forth  on  Exhibit  A. 

5)  Lifting  Freeze  and  Bank  Cooperation.  The 
United  States  would  lift  the  freeze  of  Iranian  assets  and 
help  insure  that  American  banks  return  to  normal  commercial 
relations  with  Iranian  business  interests. 

6)  Spare  Parts.  The  United  States  would  resume 
furnishing  military  spare  parts  pursuant  to  pre-existing 
agreements  and  programs.  The  post  settlement,  self-defense 
of  Iran  is  highly  dependent  upon  such  a  program. 

Matters  to  be  discussed  from  the  United  States' 
point  of  view: 

1)  Return  of  the  Hostages.  The  safe  and  immediate 
return  of  the  hostages  would  be  the primary  agenda  i tern  of 
the  U.  S.  What  other  matters  may  be  raised  by  the  United 
States  are  not  known  to  me,  so  are  not  presented  here.  For 
example,  the  United  States  may  insist  before  any  meeting  take 
place  that  mutually  agreeable  representatives  visit  the 
hostages  in  order  to  insure  that  their  health  and  safety 
are  satisfactory.  In  this  regard,  you  have  agreed,  if 
asked,  to  consider  serving  as  a  member  of  a  monitoring  team. 

(I  believe  your  civil  rights  background  and  acceptability 
to  both  sides  make  this  appropriate.) 

This  memorandum  does  not  deal  with  the  critical 
issue  of  the  timing  of  steps  to  be  taken  in  relation  to  each 
other,  particularly  the  relationship  between  the  release  of 
the  hostages  and  the  implementation  of  other  agreed  steps. 

It  does  not  deal  with  the  possibility  of  severance  of 
diplomatic  relations  and  declaring  hostages  personae  non  grata, 
nor  does  it  deal  with  the  extent  to  which  agreed-upon  steps 
would  be  undertaken  unilaterally,  bilaterally,  or  through 
the  United  Nations. 
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You  are  authorized  to  submit  this  draft  memorandum 
to  appropriate  U.  s.  officials  for  their  consideration.  Xf 
there  is  an  indication  that  these  points,  and  such  others 
as  may  be  su99ested,  are  within  the  realm  of  discussion,  X 
will  recommend  and  help  create  a  meetinc  between  U.  S.  and 
Iranian  officials.  Prom  the  Iranian  side,  this  would  include 
the  approval  of  Oon.  Xf  this  900s  forward,  X  believe  London 
or  the  United  Hattons  to  be  the  best  location,  but  an  equally 
willin9  to  arran9e  such  a  Meting  in  Tehran. 


Please  advise 


EXHIBIT  A 


The  following  is  an  outlins  of  the  idsa  vs  discusssd 
for  an  international,  quasi- judicial  tribunal  to  hear  and 
act  upon  Iran's  allegations  against  the  Shah: 

e 

1.  Iran  and  the  United  States  would  negotiate  and 
jointly  agree  on  the  charter  of  an  International  Investigative 
Commission  ("the  Commission”) .  The  charter  would  be  submitted 
to  the  Security  Council  of  the  United  Nations  for  a  resolution 
of  approval.  One-third  of  the  members  of  the  Commission 
would  be  appointed  by  the  United  States)  one- third  by  Iran; 
and  one-third  by  the  United  Nations.  The  members  of  the 
Commission  would  be  international  jurists  or  statesmen  from  * 
countries  other  than  Iran  it  the  United  States  who  are 
generally  recognized  in  the  international  community  as 
persons  of  the  highest  integrity,  objectivity,  and  experience 
and  ability  in  the  fields  of  international  affairs  and  law. 

2.  The  Commission  would  appoint  such  independant 
counsel  as  it  deems  appropriate  for  the  purpose  of  assisting 
in  all  phases  of  the  Commission's  work.  The  United  States, 
Iran,  the  Shah,  and  any  other  major  interested  parties  would 
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each  appoint  their  own  counsel  as  well  to  represent  their 
interests  in  the  Commission ' s  proceedings. 

3.  The  Commission  would  appoint  independant 
auditors  and  investigators  to  assist  in  its  investigation 
and  review  of  the  facts  in  question. 

4.  Counsel  for  Iran  would  submit  a  statement  of 
the  allegations  against  the  Shah,  together  with  supporting 
briefs. 


5.  The  Commission  would  "review  the  allegations 
and  evidence  and  launch  a  careful  investigation  of  the 
possibilities  performed  with  an  eye  eager  to  discern  them 
rather  than  shut  against  them. "  (See  page  153  of  the  enclosed 
book.)  The  Commission  would  be  empowered  (by  its  charter 
and,  if  necessary,  by  appropriate  legislation  in  the  United 
States  or  elsewhere)  to  initiate  and  conduct  a  full  scale 
investigation  both  within  and  outside  the  United  States .  . 

6.  In  addition,  the  parties  would  engage  in 
discovery  of  facts  by  obtaining  and  submitting  to  the 
Commission  documentary  evidence,  by  taking  depositions  of 
witnesses,  by  interrogatories,  and  by  other  appropriate 
means.  The  Commission  could,  by  legislation  in  the  United 
States  and  possibly  elsewhere,  be  given  subpoena  power. 

7.  The  Commission  would  hold  open  hearings  to 
review  the  evidence,  hear  witnesses,  hear  arguments  on  legal 
questions,  and  otherwise  conduct  its  proceedings.  The 
Commission  would  provide  due  process  to  all  parties  concerned. 

8.  The  Commission  would  provide  opportunities  for 
the  parties  to  submit  briefs  on  the  issues  of  fact  and  law 
and  may  request  its  own  counsel  to  render  advisory  legal 
opinions  on  questions  appropriate  for  this  procedure. 

9.  Upon  completion  of  its  review  of  the  allegations, 
facts  and  law,  the  Commission  would  publically  issue  a  report 
setting  forth  its  determination  and  findings  on  each  of  the 
allegations  and  issues,  and  recommending  the  actions,  if 

any,  which  should  be  taken  by  the  parties  in  view  of  the 
Commission's  findings  and  determinations. 

10.  Thereafter,  by  agreement  of  the  United  States 
and  Iran,  the  Commission  would  be  empowered  to  pursue  such 
remedies  as  it  deems  appropriate  in  the  courts  of  the  United 
States,  in  courts  of  other  countries  of  appropriate  jurisdiction, 
and  in  the  international  courts. 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR  THE  RECORD 


(IRAN  WORKING  GROUP) 

DATE:  December  27,  1979 

TIME: 

PARTICIPANTS : 

SUBJECT:  Law  Suit  Against  Cyrus  Hashemi 


Mr.  George  Lorinczi  of  the  law  firm  S trook ,  Strook  &  Lavan 
told  me  that  his  firm  was  representing  the  Bank  du  Liban  which  was 
sueing  Hashemi  for  over  $1  million.  It  seems  that  Hashemi  was 
accused  of  participating  in  a  complex  fraud  involving  some 
securities.  Hashemi  made  a  plea  with  the  judge  for  a  postponement 
for  the  trial  set  in  December,  claiming  that  he  was  a  member  of  the 
Revolutionary  Council  authorized  to  negotiate  on  behalf  of  Iran 
for  release  of  the  hostages.  He  produced  a  confidential  letter 
from  the  Iranian  Embassy  or  consulate.  Mr.  Lorinczi  did  not  see 
the  letter  and  he  said  that  the  judge  expressed  some  doubt  about 
its  authenticity.  Nevertheless,  the  judge  said,  he  would  do 
nothing  that  would  put  the  hostages  in  a  bad  way  and  allowed  Mr. 
Hashemi  a  two-month  postponement  of  the  hearing. 

I  asked  Mr.  Lorinczi  if  Hashemi  were  on  trial  himself  or 
whether  the  Iranian  government  was  accused  in  the  suit.  He  said 
that  Hashemi  was  personally  accused. 


Drafted :NE£ 
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THE  WHITE  HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 
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MEMORANDUM 


URGENT  INFORMATION 


March  31,  1980 


MEMORANDUM  FOR:  DAVID  AARON 

FROM:  LEN  LEFKOW  jfl-' 


SUBJECT: 


Embargoed  Statement  by  Khomeini 


AFP'b  White  House  Correspondent  informs  us  that  they  have  been 
given  a  four-page  statement  by  Khomeini  for  release  at  midnight 
our  time  in  which  Khomeini  totally  rejects  any  transfer  of  the 
hostages  to  government  control. 

In  effect,  the  statement  says  the  President’s  ’’apologies'1  will 
not  change  anything  and  that  the  hostage  question  will  be  put 
to  the  Iranian  parliament.  Khomeini  is  quoted  as  saying  he 
rejects  absolutely  the  President’s  so-called  "honorable”  solution. 
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Sitrep  No.  433 

Situation  in  Iran  as  of  0500  EDT *  September  13,  1980 
Khomeini  Sets  Conditions  for  Release  of  the  Hostages 

Ayatollah  Khomeini* in  a  message  issued  to  mark  the  annual 
Moslem  pilgrimage  to  Mecca*  and  broadcast  by  state  radio*  set 
unexpectedly  moderate  terms  for  the  release  of  the  hostages.  If 
the  United  States  were  to:  (a)  return  to  Iran  the  property  of  the 
late  Shah;  (fcj  cancel  all  of  its  financial  claims  against  Iran; 

(c)  promise  it  to  intervene  politically  or  militarily  in  Iran; 
and,  (d)  unbj jck  the  frozen  Iranian  assets,  the  hostages  could  be 
released.  Significantly*  the  statement  made  no  mention  of  trials* 
nor  did  it  include  a  requirement  for  an  apology  from  the  United  States. 

Bu^,  Khomeini  said  he  had  Masked  the  Majlis  to  go  through  this 
case  and  act  in  any  way  that  they  consider  will  be  in  the  interest 
of  the  nation."  Radical  elements  in  the  Majlis  and  the  radical 
students  holding  the  hostages  have  indicated  that  further  conditions 
might  be  added  to  those  enumerated  by  the  Ayatollah. 

Resolution  by  UN  Subcommission 

The  United  Nations  Subcommission  on  the  Prevention  of  Discrimina¬ 
tion  and  the  Protection  of  Minorities  has  called  on  Iran  to  release 
the  hostages  on  grounds  of  mercy  and  compassion.  Iran's  obligations 
under  international  law*  the  principles  of  Islam  and  basic  humanitar¬ 
ian  principles  were  cited  as  grounds  for  release.  The  subcommission 
is  composed  of  experts  serving  in  their  individual  capacities*  not 
as  representatives  of  their  governments.  It  meets  three  or  four 
weeks  of  each  year  to  review  allegations  of  human  rights  violations 
received  by  the  Secretary  General  of  the  United  Nations. 

Border  Fighting 

Fighting  continued  along  the  Iran/Iraq  border*  with  clashes 
both  in  the  Mehran  area  and  further  south.  Iranian  state  radio 
claimed  that  Iranian  forces  had  set  fire  to  the  Iraqi  border  town 
of  Zorbatiyeh.  The  vicinity  of  Khorramshahr  was  the  scene  of  a 
heavy  artillery  exchange  which  left  one  Iranian  soldier  dead  and 
five^ others  wounded. 
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Massage  received  in  Bonn  fron  Ambassador  Ritzel,  October  10 ,  1980 
quote^  *  .  * 

L  -  The  traveller  has  asked  me  if  the  US  could  provide  a  list  of 
•  • 

the  orders  for  goods,  and  their  value,  which  the  Government  of  Iran 
his  placed  in  the  United  States  but  which  have  not  yet  been  delivered . 
to  Iran,  close  quote. 
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Chris  -  In  response  to  several  of  your  questions  to  Gary  Sick, 
he  has  supplied  the  following  information: 

—  The  F-4  spare  parts  are  at  five  different  locations  in  the  US. 
Most  of  them  are  at  Ogden,  Utah,  near  Hill  AFB. 

—  Using  a  meximuro  lift,  and  with  48  hours  advance  notice, 
the  bulk  of  the  spares  could  be  shipped  within  one  week. 

—  USAF  would  charge  $6  million  to  airlift  the  spares  to  Germany, 
$11  million  to  Karachi. 

—  There  is  very  little  in  the  spares  package  in  the  way  of  radar 
spare  parts.  If  we  wanted  to  be  forthcoming  on  spares  for  radars, 
it  would  involve  new  sales,  not  pipeline  material. 
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TEE  F  AP.ll  AM*!  N'T  ARY  CO^MISSIC*  STUDYING-  TEE  HOSTAGE  QUESTION,' 
TODAY  RECOMPlMIt  UAT  TRESS  RETCRTS  INTERPRET  AS  A  BASIC-  . 
ALLY  UNCHANGED  VERSION  OP  AYATOLLAH  KHOMEINI'S  FOUR  CONDI¬ 
TIONS  FOP  HI LEASING  TrF  HOSTAGES.  ALTHOUGH  NO  FORMAL  TEXT 
HAS  YET  SEEN  MATE  A.TA1LAILT ,  P.EPCRTEILY  THE  COMMISSION'S  • 
ELABORATION  C?  TECS!  CONDITIONS  VEICH  SEOMEINI  LAID  DOWN 
ON  SI rlEMREF  12  CAME  IN  THE  SECTION  ON  THE  SHAH'S  WEALTH. - 
THEY  SPOKE  C?  RETURNING  THE  SHAH'S  PROPERTY  AND  RECOGNIZING 
MEASURES  3Y  THE  IRANIAN  GOVERN  ME  NT  TO  EXERCISE  ITS  SOVEP.E-  -  ’ 
1GNTT  TC  E»P?.r?RlATE  ’’  :!  LATE  SHAH'S  ASSETS'AND  THOSE  OF  EIS 
CLOSE  RELATIVES  »HOS7  PROPERTY  BELONGS  TO  IRAN.  -ON  LEGAL,  . 
CLAIMS.  THE  COMMISSION  F.EPOFTFILY  CALLED  FOP.  THE  DROPPING- 
UF  ALL  ECONOMIC  AM  Fl'ANClAL  "DECISIONS"  AGAINST  IRAN,  ANt 
UNCLASS1 FI RI 
UNCLASS  I  FI II 

PAGE  SIAIF  292916 

TEE  IMPLEMENT  AT  I C  N  CF  ALL  LEGAL  AND  ADMINISTRATIVE  MEASURES 
FOR  THE  CANCELLATION  OF  ALL  CLAIMS  AGAINST  IRAN  IY  THE  U.S.' 
GOVERNMENT  AM  AMERICAN  COMPANIES.  THE  REPORT  ALSO  SAID' 
WASHINGTON  SICUIZ  GUAR  A I  T II  NOT  TO  INTERVENE  EITHER- 
MILITAFILY  OK  POIIIICALLY  IN  IRAN'S  AFFAIRS,  EITEER  riRECT- 
LY  OF  INDIRECTLY.  THE  COMMISSION  ALSO  RECOMMENDED  TEAT 
THE  HOSTAGE S  NOT  ? ;  FKIFI  AT  ONCE,  EVEN  IF  THE  U.S.  IM¬ 
MEDIATELY  ACCEPTS  7”  CCtriTICfS  SET  FOR  THEIR  RELEASE. 
ACCORDING  TO  ?i?OK';3.  TIE  COMMISSION  RECCMMEN.IED  TEAT 
HOSTAGES  IE  RILZASID  IN  CROUPS  AS  THE  CONDITIONS  AF.I  MET. 

TlE  COMMISSION  GFFtr.ZD  ITS  RECOMMENDATION  AFTER  THE  MAJLIS 
*AS  FCKCIL  Ti.  T  AMI  A  *S-nirUTE  BREAK  WHEN  THE  SESSION  REGAN 
IN  A  HEATID  DFFATI  AMONG  IEPUT1ES.  TEE  RECESS  VAS  NECES¬ 
SITATE  AFTER.  ISLAMIC  JUDGE  AYATOLLAH  KHAlKHALI  WAS  ACCUSED 
GF  SAYING  THAT  IK A'  FAVORED  TRADING  IKE  HOSTAGES  FOR  U.S 
MILITARY  SPARE  FAILS.  HEALKc All  IEFEMID  EIMSFLF,  SAYING 
TEAT  THIS  WAS  THE  IEST  TIvi  TO  WIING  CONCESSION’S  FROM 

lASIl  *  GTCN.  ,  ilTIi  7  hi  FLECTION  ONLY  TWO  DAYS  AWAY.  _ 

LiE  M»JLIS  APPr.C'E:  TiE  CCMlTlCfS  WITHOUT  AMEN DMiENT  ON  A 
SlANI-l?  VOTE  Wllk  NO  JOF.MAl  CCUfT  TAKEN. 

4.  N0VEM3IR  A  tlf  0’ SJRAIION  PLAN M L  AT  EMBASSY  COMPOUND 
TaE  IRANIAN  PUBLIC  WILL  FI  AIL!  TO  CC  INSIDE  TEF  FMFASSY 
COMFOUNL  ON  NOVEMBER  t  TO  ATTEND  A  "CEREMONY”  TC  II  HELD 
AT  T!.x  INI  0?  A  MAJOR  N.ATION-VIDE  IE MONSTRATION  TO  MARK 
TEE  FIRST  YEAR  OF  CAPTIVITY  01  THE  HOSTAGES  AND  ALSO  THE 
EXILING  CF  T?:Z  AYATOLLAH  'TCMllf  1  IN  THE  MII-S I XTI  IS . 
EVilYIODY  CAN  ENTER.  A  SPOKESMAN  FOR  THE  MILITANT  STU- 
IENTS  TOLD  AFP  ON  NOViMlip.  l.  HE  ADDED:  "THE  HOSTAGES 
ARE  fCT  CN  TZE  Pr.C  GRAM .  " 
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SITREP  NO.  492 

Situation  in  Iran  as  of  0500  EST,  November  11,  1980 


Christopher  Mission  To  Algeria 

Deputy  Secretary  Warren  Christopher  arrived  in  Algiers 
November  10  carrying  with  him  the  U.S.  response  to  Iran's 
terms  for  freeing  the  U.S.  hostages.  It  is  expected  that 
the  response  will  be  given  to  Algerian  Foreign  Minister 
Mohamed  Banyahia  for  transmittal  to  Iranian  officials  in 
Tehran.  No  U.S. -Iranian  negotiations  are  expected. 

Bani-Sadr  on  the  Hostages  and  The  War  with  Iraq 

Iranian  President  Bani-Sadr  was  quoted  by  Tehran  radio 
November  10  as  saying  an  early  solution  to  the  hostage 
question  would  help  Iran  in  its  seven-week-old  war  with 
Iraq.  Bani-Sadr  explained  this  was  because  Iran  could 
make  use  of  its  assets  frozen  in  the  U.S.  as  well  as 
American  military  supplies  tbrt  ..an  l.us  p**>d  for  but 
whose  delivery  has  been  blocked  by  Washington  until  1 

the  hostages  are  released.  But  the  President,  who  was 
speaking  at  a  news  conference  in  Dezful,  scene  of  periodic 
Iraqi  attacks,  conceded  that  the  hostage  issue  could  take 
a  long  time  to  resolve.  He  said:  "If  the  (hostages) 
matter  drags  on,  it  (the  release  of  Iranian  assets  and 
military  equipment)  will  not  have  much  effect." 

On  the  possibility  of  a  negotiated  settle**.  *t  of  the  war 
with  Iraq,  Bani-Sadr.  stated:  "The  very  acceptance  of 
negotiations  under  duress  and  military  aggression  is,  in 
my  view,  an  anti-revolutionary  act  and  a  complete  nega¬ 
tion  of  our  revolution."  He  added  that  the  United  States, 
which  Iran  has  accused  repeatedly  of  backing  Iraq,  had 
played  a  "very  active  role"  in  the  war  and  that  the 
Americans  were  the  main  beneficiaries  of  the  conflict. 

•  Rafsanjani  Reiterates  Hostages  May  Be  Tried 

Speaking  at  his  weekly  press  conference  on  November  10, 
Parliament  President  Rafsanjani  again  threatened  that 
the  52  hostages  will  be  put  on  trial  if  the  U.S.  does  not 
give  Iran  what  he  believes  rightfully  belongs  to  it.  "We 
will  keep  the  hostages  for  as  long  as  our  rights  are  not 
accepted  and  if  it  becomes  evident  that  the  United  States 
does  not  want  to  give  us  what  is  rightfully  ours,  they  (the 
hostages)  will  be  tried,"  he  said.  Asked  about  the  government 
position  on  a  U.S.  response  to  the  Majlis 1  hostage  release 
conditions,  Rafsanjani  replied:  "It  is  now  the  turn  of  /-meric 
They  should  not  expect  any  move  from  us." 
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Gh otbzadeh  Reportedly,  Released 


Reuter  reports  former  Foreign  S;adeq  Ghotbxadeh 

vas  released  from  Tehran’s  Evin  ..Prison-  -on  November  10  oh 
the  person*  1  orders  of  re vp  1. ut i pn ar y.  1  e ad e r  Ayatollah 
Khomeini.,  The  reported  release  came  shortly  after  Ahmad 
Khomeini, clergyman  son  of  the  Ayatollah,  net  with  Ghotfe 
zadeh  at  Evin.  According  to  reports ..  no:  charges  were' 
brought  again  the  former  Mints ter. 


Ghotferadeh,  a  fierce  .•cppche.nc.  o&.‘ ;Ef  in- MS  '  dominant,  •Islamic 
'^publican  Party  '1RP1  was  detained  on  November  T  after 
ut  trblicaily  criticised  tna  r o i  e  o-r .‘the- pro- IK?.  Islamic 
f  undattent>aiists  <n  Ir£cp‘  s  “Voice  and  Vision  cf  the  Islamic 
Kepublicu  radio  arid  tcldvisuon  service.  •  Vi  is  arrest  touche 
off  a  wave  cf.  pretest::.  ir;c  luding  two  days  of  derrorstra- 
t;cn  in  the  holy, ’city  pcrraily  regarded- a;s  a 

c trcnchcld  of  the  I??.  Iranian  newspaper  reports  said 
■3.Cfi,«*0O .  “.bataacis'' --mere.!:ant2  and  workers  in  Tehran’s 
fcasasr ' d  tstr  i.c  t  ~  *  tad  ncned  a.  petition  demanding  that 
Ghbcbradch  ba’. freed*  ■ .They  ware  joined  by  Ayatollah 
r.r:;tez a  Passandidch-  brother 'of  Ayatollah  Khomeini  ,  in 
a  statement  addressed  to  Parliament,  in  which  the'  IK.? 
has  the  largest  block  c:. seats. 


As  wrangling  continues  over  the  long-delayed. 'appointment 
cf  a  Foreign  a;,i rii siier.  Parliament  President  r.afsanist. 
announced  on  •  November  10  that,  the-'  HstVvs  is  sot  to  cbn^ 
siacr  a  bill  aimed  at  feres tall  i  ng^ruture  ’  disagreements  be 
President '  Bam -Sadr  and  Prime  •Minister  Paj&i  on  the  choice 
cabinet  ministers,  (There-- are'  no  details  available  on  the 
bill's  content).  Prime  Ha jai  has  said  that  he 

proposed  six  candidates  for Foreign  Ministry  pert- 
folio  last  week  but  that  President  Bani-Sadr  vetoed  each 
of  them*  "We  are  waiting  for  him  to  accept  one  of  the  a ix 
Rafsanjanl  tola  reporters . 


Tehran  Airport  Re-Opened 


I run  Air  resumed  scheduled  domestic  flights  from  Tehran's 
Mehrabad  International  Airport  on  November  10  for  the 
first  time  since  the  start  of  the  war  with  Iraq.  Mehra¬ 
bad  ,  attacked  by  Iraqi  jets  on  September  22 #  has  been 
closed  since  then  except  for  a  few  special  chartered 
flights.  Airport  officials  told  Reuter  that  so  far 
only  two  domestic  flights  daily  have  been  scheduled,  both 
to  cities  in  the  eastern  half  of  the  country  far  from 
the  war  zone.  They  said  no  date  has  been  set  for  resuming 
international  flights. 
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0Bf  ttnnarnl  Strand  Congress 

Congress  of  the  United  States 

TASK  FORCE  TO  INVESTIGATE  CERTAIN 
ALLEGATIONS  CONCERNING  THE  HOLDING  OF 
AMERICAN  HOSTAGES  BY  IRAN  IN  1980 
(  OCTOBER  SURPRISE  TASK  FORCE”) 

ftoust  of  Utpttsnitatmts 
tDasttngton,  B £  :oii5 


November  17,  1992 


Mr.  Robert  Ross 
"Frontline" 

C/O  WGBH-TV 
125  Western  Ave. 

Boston,  MA  02134 

Dear  Mr.  Ross: 

This  is  to  request  your  assistance  in  connection  with  the 
congressional  investigation  that  we  have  been  conducting  over  the 
past  eight  months. 

As  you  know,  on  February  5,  1992,  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  passed  House  Resolution  258,  creating  a  Task  Force 
to  Investigate  Certain  Allegations  Concerning  the  Holding  of 
American  Hostages  by  Iran  in  1980  ("October  Surprise  Task  Force"). 
Since  then,  the  Task  Force  has  interviewed  scores  of  witnesses  and 
reviewed  thousands  of  documents  in  an  effort  to  reach  conclusions 
regarding  the  allegations  under  investigation  and  the  credibility 
of  those  who  have  made  them. 

It  is  a  matter  of  public  record  that  you  have  spoken  with 
several  individuals  who  claim  to  have  knowledge  of  the  matters 
under  investigation.  To  assist  us  in  evaluating  the  credibility  of 
these  individuals,  it  would  be  extremely  helpful  if  you  would  meet 
with  the  staff  of  the  Task  Force  at  a  mutually  convenient  time  and 
place,  and  discuss  the  contents  of  your  interview (s)  with  these 
individuals.  For  obvious  reasons,  we  would  prefer  the  interview 
with  you  to  be  on  the  record,  as  our  interviews  with  witnesses  who 
claim  to  have  knowledge  about  the  matters  under  investigation  have 
been  done  in  that  manner. 

Please  understand  that  this  request  is  strictly  to  help  us  to 
assess  the  credibility  of  the  individuals  referenced  above,  and  not 
for  any  other  purpose. 
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Please  contact  Chief  Counsel  Lawrence  Barcella  or  Chief 
Minority  Counsel  Richard  Leon  as  soon  as  possible  regarding  your 
willingness  to  meet  with  the  Task  Force  staff.  You  may  reach  them 
at  the  Task  Force  office  at  (202)  226-2000. 


Chairman 


Sincerely , 


cc:  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr. 
Richard  J.  Leon 


Henry'  J .  Hyde/ 
Ranking  Member 
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An  open  letter  to  the  United  States  Congress 
from  former  American  Hostages  in  Iran 

13  June  1991 


Dear  Members. 

The  Iran  Hostage  crisis  cf  1979-1981  wes  a  very  trying  time  for  our  nation.  The  people  and 
government  of  the  United  States  were  shocked  and  angered  as  the  Iranian 
^evolutionary  forces  attempted  to  use  the  U.S.  Embassy  hostages  as  political  pawns. 
Efforts  to  gain  freedom  for  those  wno  were  held  proved  frustrating  and  difficult.  After  444 
days  of  captivity,  the  hostages  were  returned,  but  the  impact  continues  to  affect  us. 


cor  the  icst  ten  years  there  have  oeen  rumors,  reports  and  allegations  of  foul  play  in  the 
i980  presidential  election.  The  thought  tnat  any  American,  whether  a  private  citizen  or 
government  orficici.  may  have  parriciparea  in  delaying  release  of  the  hostages  for 
political  gain  :s  distressing.  Until  'ecenrly,  these  allegations  have  been  dismissed  as 
unsubstantiated.  But  substantial  enough  information  has  been  presented  by  respected 
and  persistent  investigators  to  warrant  a  thorough  examination  of  this  matter. 


it  is  not  appropriate  to  say  there  is  insufficient  proof  -  until  there  has  been  an  official  • 
investigation.  The  question  of  whether  there  is  evidence  of  any  wrongdoing  must  be 
answered  by  an  unbiased,  bipartisan  congressional  investigation  with  full  subpoena 
power.  Unless  this  happens,  speculation  and  unanswered  questions  will  erode  public 


Berry  Rosen 

|[Cl 

Moorhead  Kennedy  f 

.1  A 

_ _ _  f  r  ±JL 

Jerry  Plotkin^ 


RobertyC.  Ode 


rv  Kevin  J.  Hermening 

Donald  R.  Hohman 
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AN  OPEN  Lfcnfck  TO  CONGRESSMEN  THOMAS  FOLEY  AND  ROBERT  MICHEL 
AND  SENATORS  GEORGE  MITCHELL  AND  ROBERT  POLE 
PROM  FORMER  AMERICAN  HOSTAGES  IN  RAN 


29  January  1992 
Dear  Sirs, 

As  tha  last  American  hostages  return  from  the  Middle  East,  questions  regrettably  sdB  Unger 
concerning  aPagattong  of  foul  play  in  the  1900  presidential  election.  These  questions  can  only 
be  seeded  finally  by  the  United  States  Congress. 

We  therefore  support  die  efforts  of  Congress  to  conduct  a  ''thorough  and  fait  inquiry  into 
allegations  that  our  release  may  have  been  delayed  by  political  partisans. 

Threats  of  filibuster,  attempts  to  vilify  those  who  have  done  preliminary  research,  and  reluctance 
to  grant  funds  and  power  to  the  committees  conducting  rhfse  investigations  appear  as 
transparent  attempts  to  turn  from  the  necessary  task  of  finding  the  truth,  whatever  that  mav  be. 

It  is  unacceptable  to  delay  tha  investigation  any  longer  because  of  political  squabbling  or 
premature  judgements  about  the  veracity  of  the  allegations. 

Although  we  sincerely  hope  the  allegations  can  be  proved  false,  the  decision  to  move  whited  can 
not  be  based  on  what  wt  anticipate  tha  outcome  to  be.  Wa  urge  you  -  the  leaders  of  Congress  • 
to  move  this  investigation  forward  and  insure  that  dignity,  rather  Am  fear,  will  guide 
process  to  a  just  conclusion. 


Respectfully, 


Bruce  Laingen 


Moonhead  Kennedy 


Williain  E.  Bdk 


Robert  C  Ode 


■wiav^ 


i  M.  Reader 


Barry  Roaen 


Philip  R.  Ward 


Jerry  Plorkin 
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TOE  HISTORY  CT  THE  SEPCKD  WORLD  WAR 
28-31  JULY  I960 


FOR  IDENTJFJt 
MARTIN  M 

,n  v.  dOROWIT?.  CSR 


Monday.  28  July 

Session  I  9.30  -  11.00  Opening  Session 

Professor  Maurice  Matloff  (Center  of  Military 

History  USA) 

Professor  Michael  Howard  (All  Souls  College,  Oxfort 

11.00  -  11.30  Break  for  coffee. 

Session  II  :  11.30  -  1.00  China 

Professor  Robert  Dallek  (University  of  California, 

*  lx>s  Angeles) 

Mr  Louis  Allen  (University  of  Durham) 

1-00  -  2.30  Lunch  in  the  Imperial  War  Museum. 

Session  III  2.30  —  4.00  Russia 

Professor  John  Lewis  Gaddis  (University  of  Ohio) 
Professor  Donald  Cameron  Watt  (London  School  of 
?  Economics) 

4.00  -  4.30  Tea. 

6.15  Reception  by  the  Trustees  of  the  Imperial  War  Museir.  and  the  British 
National  Committee 

Tuesday  29  July  " 

Session  IV  9.30  -  11.00  Secret  Operations 

Mr  William  J  Casey  Special  Cperf.tions  with  particular  reference  to  France. 

Sir  William  Deakin  Special  Cremations  and  Italian  Resistance. 

11.00  -  11.30  Break  for  coffee 

'% 

Session  V  :  11.30  -  1.00  Roosevelt  and  Churchill 

Professor  Warren  Kimball  (Rutgers  University) 

Mr  Martin  Gilbert  (Merton  College,  Oxford) 

1.00  -  2.30  Lunch  in  the  Inperi&l  War  Museum  . 

Session  VI  :*  2.30  -  4.00  The  Italian  Campaign 


Professor  Martin  Blunenson 
Mr  Nigel  Nicolson 


-  2  - 


Wednesday  3Q  Julv 

Session  MI  :  9.30-11.00 


11.00  -  11.30  Break  for  coffee 
Session  Mil  :  11.30  -  1.00 


Ultra 

Professor  Harold  C  Deutsch  (Army  War  College, IS 
Mr  Ralph  Bennett  (Magdalene  College,  Ctabridge) 


Relations  with  the  French 

Professor  Arthur  Punk  (University  of  Florida) 
Mr  Philip  Bell  (University  of  Liverpool) 


1.00  -  2.30  Lunch  in  the  Inperial  War  Miseun. 


Session  IX 


2.30  -  4.00 


Science 

Professor  Daniel  KevlesC California  Inst  of  'fehncj 
Professor  Margaret  Gowing  (Linacre  College,  Cbdd 


4.00  -  4.30  Tea 


Thursday  31  July 

Session  X  :  9.30  -  11.00  Oral  History 

Professor  Samuel  Proctor  (University  of  Florida 
Mr  David  Lance  (Inperial  War  Museim) 

> 

11.00  -  11.30  Break  for  coffee 

Session  XI  :  11.30  -  12.15  Closing  Session 

Luncheon  Reception  by  the  Council  of  the  British  Acad  any 
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ana 
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To:  Mr.  E.L&wr&ncr  Barcella 

Chief  Counsel 

House  Task  Force  on  "October  Surprise”; 

From:  Mortaa  Abdollahi 

on  Behalf  of  President  B&ni  Sadr 

Fax  #  202-226-W-M 

Date  of  transmittal!  Dec.  17  *  1992 
Dear  Mr.  Barcella; 

President  3ani  Sadr  has  written  these  few  page  in  respose  to 
* o u r  Senate  counterpart '3  recently  released  report  regarding 
Passandideh ‘ s  meeting  with  Potinger  in  Madrid.  There  are  more  to 
come  in  the  next  few  days.  If  you  have  any  question  regarding  this 
piece  or  the  upcoming  ones,  please  call  me  at  408-446-0189 
(daytime)  or  408-737-1464  (evening). 

#  of  pages  including  this  covert  12 

[f  there  is  any  problem  in  recieving  these  pages  please  immediately 
call  at  408- 255-5705 
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The  Sanace  foreign  Relation  SuDCcmmi ttee  rcoarc  cn 
Cctooer  Surprise* ,  scares  chat  Stanley  Rottinger, 

C*rus  Hashemi  anc  nahmocd  lloini  met  with  Rsza  f  assancidsn , 
Khomeini's  nepr.ew ,  in  naarid  cn  July  2,  I960,  and  rattingsr. 

chough  a  republican,  represented  Carter  Administration,  ana 
not  the  Reagan  campaign,  in  this  meeting. 

Kouj  that  it  is  reaffirmed  this  meeting  did  take  place, 
it  wouia  be  very  easy  to  prove  that  in  this  meeting 
Passandideh  had  actually  met  with  Reagcn’s  representative, 
even  thaugr  Pattingsr  may  have  oeen  authorized  by  the  State 
Department ,  because  • 

A :  Carter  Administration : 

1-  This  would  os  the  only  contact  cetween  the  tuc 
governments  that  was  totally  unconnected  and  unrelated  to 
anything  that  naDDenea  either  defers.  :r  after  this  meeting, 
anc  it  had  left  no  effect  at  ali. 

2-  There  had  seen  contacts  between  the  two  governments 
threugn  German  ana  Swiss  ambassadors  as  weio.  as  two  french 
lawyers,  and  there  uas  no  need  or  necessity  for  any  neui 
cnanneis.  hcreover  this  is  cne  oniy  contact  oecuieen  the  twa 
government,  as  it  is  claimed  to  be,  that  nobody,  from  either 
side  had  ever  said  a  word  until  I  first  cisciosea  it. 

And  Passandideh  neither  was  atnensed  by  me  nor  he  had 
said  a  ijcrc  about  Carter  proposal.  In  fact  he  informed  me 
aocut  Reagan  Camaigns  proposal.,  because: 

3-  If  he  haa  met  with  Carter  representative,  "hen  there 

u,auid  have  been  no  need  to  hide  his  name  as  wen  as  the 
content  or  the  proposal  made  through  him,  simciy  cue  to  tne 
fact  that  ail  prior  cantacts  were  known  and  I  wrote  about 
every  one  of  them  in  mu  daily  columns  (‘Cciumnj,  sxeept  this 
particular  cne,  Far  instance  in  September  16,  i960  Column  I 

wrote,  . . .  Swiss  Ambassador  came  and  cave  me  a  nats  from 
American  Aaministrat ion ,  I  instructed  the  translation  of  that 
rote  to  be  sent  both  to  “Imam'*  and  hajiis...  ,  or  in 
9,3,1950  Column  ,  *  ...  German  Ambassador  came  to  see  me  with 

the  r-mericar.  proposal  about  hostages...'. 

Tne  oniu  instance  when  neither  me  nor  gnu  other, Iranian 
official  had  ever  tax Ked  or  uric ten  aocut,  was  tne  content  of 
pne  arccosai  of  tne  Passgndiaen  meeting  m  ^aariQ.  whu  th^s 

one  along  uas  an  except i gn^  Because  ns _ tciqt  me  that  ne  met 

with  Reaopn  representatives  and  the  proposa-  .is  gav^__Tg_u_as 
from  Rg&qQ.n  came. 
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3 :  Reza  Passanriider 


I  aid  rat  *naw  Pasanai sen  personally;  Through  one  of 
my  acviscrs  na  asKed  for  2  meeting  for  2  very  important" 
suj  ;ecc .  He  came  to  my  office  on  July  l93G.  If  he  was 

authorized  by  ms  or  by  .<hameo.ni,  I  uouia  nave  named  him  as 
well  as  the  content  cf  his  orapcsai.  in  tne  Column.  But  he 
ir.sisteo  that  if  1  disclose  that  re  was  the  intermediary  cf 
Reagan  camo*s  proposal  about  hostages,  ms  lire  would  ce  in 
danger.  Tnat  is  why  l  hac  never  disc.csec  ms  name  in  Columns 
or  in  my  bcoK,  ry  Turn  To  speaK .  In  fact  inn.  Cary  Sick* 5 
cook .  October  Surprise,  jas  published  in  i39i,  I  cic  nor  know 
that  rcctinger  met  Passanaiaen.  on  the  surface  as 
representacr ive  of  the  u.5.  Stats  Csoartrent. 

In  the  nsxc  day  5  Cciumn  i  din  -cr  mention  nis  name  anf 
1  tailed  about  tne  proaosai  he  naa  brought  wit r  him  very 
aitcigousiy;  r.owever  sucn  amoiguitij  tnat  at  tne  same  time 
iiOuld  have  implisd,  to  these  wna  were  knauiKiegs  about 
ic.iticai  affairs  as  wen  as  these  one  followed  my  writings, 
SDeeches  or  interviews  for  the  previous  eight  months,  that  I 
am  referring  to  feagon  anc  his  ^residential  campaign • 

I  wrote  in  July,  T.  1980  Column; 
then  one  of  cur  countrymen ,  who  is  Imam’s  nephew  came 
to  see  me  and  shared  some  information  he  had  bought  from  his 
trip  abreae  with  me  ana  we  calked  about  them.  then  we  talked 
about  how  us  should  act  in  three  foreign  directions:  one  was 
how  tc  set  uc  an  international  tribunal  to  try  u.£.  policy  in 
'ran  to  achieve  tne  f  c . lowing  three  najer  goals. 

~.c  aicer  the  psycoicgiC3i  structure  or  tne  American  peaoie 
in  sucn  a  way  tnat  they  uauic  no  .anger  cs  acie  to  toierats 
tneir  existing  _ns tituticn  cf  government  anc  recognize  tnat 
tnis  institution  is  full  cf  corruption  ana  oestruct 1 vnesa  and 


3-  Passancicen  toic  me  tnat  if  .  co  net  accept  tms 
:jracosai,  trey  wou_d  nahe  the  same  offer  to  m_,  rivals;  he 
further  saic  tnat  tney  nave  enormous  influence  ir  tne  CIA 
ana  they  are  cf  tne  opinicn  that  you  will  not  come  to  terms 
witn  them.  Lastly  ne  tc~c  me  my  refusal  cf  tneir  offer  wouia 
resuit  in  my  elimination,  That  is  u.ny  i  naa  written  in  Column 
tnat,  ..today  tne  same  government  anc  the  same  propaganda 
macnirss  say  tnat  it  is  impossible  tc  reacn  an  agreement  with 
che  President  of  iran. .  . “  . 

sut  President  Carter  and  his  peopie  nave  never  said  tnis 
ancut  me.  firstly,  ue  oath  signed  the  Scenario'',  to  resoive 
ire  ncstage  oraciem;  Seccnaiy,  rot n  him  ana  r is  people. 
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then  as  we*,  as  .acer.  nave  said  receatsoiy  :na:  i  ^as  m 
favor  of  releasing  ;'.ie  hostages  ana  we  corn  tnec.  koreaver. 
statements  of  ror  .reagan  camnaign  cff-cers  ar  me  r me  ccuid 
be  icoxec  up  co  fira  our  if  any  one  or  rne.r  ^aa  scared 
anything  ra  rhar  regard.  If  none  can  be  fauna,  men  I  must 
have  heard  this  from  Passandideh,  subsequent  :c  ms  meeting 
in  ractrid. 

3-  Passanoiden  attencsa  rhe  ".acria  meet  mg  aim  or 
u i r hour  Khomeini’s  Knowledge;  I  am  sure  tear  he  jouic  not 
nave  carea  nr  do  it  witneut  Khomeini’s  knowledge.  In  fact  he 
did  teii  ms  era:  he  has  aireacy  informed  Khomein  annul  tne 
meeting  ana  the  trooasai  .  if  Khomeini  did  cc  mow  about  the 
meeting,  then  Passanoiden  uau^o  net  have  consented  to  me 
writing  i n  t he  Column  that  "  .  .  .  Imam  s  neons*. 

3  ary  Sick  truss  in  his  cook,  Cctoner  Surprise  mar 
rassanaicen  actuary  went  to  acrid  us:  to  actona  mis 
meeting;  then  I  ccnciuaec  that  ne  must  nave  attanaec  me 
meeting  with.  Kncmemi  s  Kncuxecge  ana  aapro'-'a.  ,  1  ana  without 

me  K.rouleage  ana  approval  cf  me  rresicen  '  .  cm  then  one 
sr.au^a  as.<  if  Kncmeini  hac  sent  Passanci  ten  :cr  negotiating 
aim  Carter  Administration ,  any  aid  Khomeini  iacer  sent 
Saoegn  faoatadaii  to  negotiate  uitn  Carter  aa^in lstf&TLiur* 
through  3srmar.  government. 

The  truth  is  that  Passanalcer  was  autrorisea  by  Khomeini 
to  negotiate  with  Peagan  group*,  and  it  must  nave  ceen  upon 
Khomeini's  instruction  tnat  Passanaideh  came  to  see  me  to 
bom  enroll  me  m  the  deal,  and  to  enreaten  ne  _f  I  did  not 
acceot .  a^c  if  I  naa  ^ct  strongiy  rejectee,  me  ueai  with 
reaqan  group  . uou-d  have  teen  maae  as  soon  as  possible  anc 
there  would  nave  beer,  m  need  for  radataoaii's  mission. 
Specially  with  the  start  of  the  war  uitn  Iraq,  finally 
agrees  to  resolve  it  uitn  Carter  Administration.  ur  so  i 
mougnt . 


Kt^mciniu 


i-  until  I  learned  scout  mis  secret  meeting,  neither 
mere  were  any  secrets  nor  I  haa  ever  threatensc  to  teii 
the  outlie  about  ms  truth.  Ana  there  was  na  smg.s  issue, 
earnest  ic  or  foreign,  that  I  cm  not  taix  to  out  in  t  re  Column. 
Since  me  hostage  problem  started,  the  cru  secret  tnat 
Khomeini  oo ;  ected  to  be  reveaiea,  was  this  secret  meeting 
with  xeagon  grcuo. 

The  first  time  I _ threacenea  cc  ten  me  tuoiiz _ gn g. 

n  rutn_J _ was  riant  after  meeting  a  i  t  ~  Passand  ic^n  . _ l  here 

are  otner  reasons  as  ^er  - _ union  trovts  mat  wngt  I _ t 

: r  r  earer  me  mem  ~.c  expose  .»as _ mis  secret  r-gec:ng  ■ 
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2-  After  Passar.dideh  meetirg,  anc  cje  cq  :ne  err  arts  or 
tne  iaaccrs  of  IRF,  Islamic  Republic  Part y,  :o  ramose  tne 
governor  cf  Central  BanK,  Ali  Reza  hioari,  on  the  one  nar.d, 
and  imposing  on  rre  their  hand  cicKea  man  aspnme  minister, 
on  the  other  hana,  I  decidea  to  sxaase  the  Secret  Deal  with 
renuoiicans  in  a  public  speech.  1  wrote  In  tne  Column , 

..If  these  efforts  continue,  I  wc uia  have  no  choice  out... 
to  ceil  tne  puoiic  what  must  ne  said  a°c  ssk  t.rern  co  ceil  me 
what  to  do .  .  .  ‘  . 

untiil  Spring  or  ISQi  i  thcugrt  t.nac  .shame ini  uas  not 
personally  mvoivsa  in  the  Secret  lea..  That  uas  unu  I  aid 
inform  him  of  any  piece  cf  new  information  nad  recisvea. 
unen  he  fauna  cut  that  I  am  aoout  to  expose  the  Deal,  r.e 
aSKSd  me.  through  ri s  son,  Ahmaa  Nhameini .  to  ncid  an  "or 
a  while.  I  wrote  m  July,  19,  12S0  Column.  I  .uas  going 

to  descries  the  facts  for  oecoie*,  But  ;_st  her  ore  tne 
meeting,  hr.  Ahmaa  .<hcmeini  talked  with  r.e  ana  we  deciced 
that  these  trad .ens  may  he  resolved  m  some  ether  ouays .  .  .  ” 

But  xhemsini  did  not  keep  his  premise  and  four  days 
later  he  sent  his  son-in-law,  Eshraghi,  tc  see  me.  I  wrote 
in  the  Column , C July ,  22,  I960;.  ...  i  fully  explained  these 

issues  to  him,  wnicn  I  hope  to  be  able  to  writs  or  talk  about 
to  be  recorded  in  the  history 

.<homeini  kept  on  premissing  to  da  something  about  it  on 
the  one  hand,  and  at  the  same  time  Kept  an  oreaKing  those 
□romisses.  l>n  Aug..  20,  i960,  I  talked  to  .shone ini  again,  and 

I  wrote  m  the  Column,  "...  different  *ssues  were  aiscvisseci 
union  can  not  its  reveaied  at  trie  time...  .  The  same  cay  I 
atcenaea  a  meeting  of  the  Revolutionary  Counci-.  Again,  I 
mentioned  the  hostage  orabiem,  tne  neec  fer  spare  carts,  anc 
tne  imminent  possibility  cf  an  Iraqi  assault.  I  rsoeateaiy 
insxscea  that  a  rapia  solution  cc  hostage  prac-en  uouia 

resume  in  the  lifting  of  the  bicoaae  anc  wauia  heap  wS  in 

aur  preparation  for  cne  jar,  union  i  saia  was  c-cse  at  nana . 
Benesnti  then  interruotea.  '  If  us  solve  t ns  nostage  orcoiem. 
you  must  net  criticize  us.... write  it  down*  promise  that  you 
will  not  criticize  us." 

Cn  Seotemoer  6.  iS60,  I  invitea  the  peaoie  or  Tehran  cc 
gatner  ^n  tne  flartyrs  Sauare  so  crat  I  can  teli  them  tr.e 
truth,  /shomeini  insistea  chat  I  must  t  dc  so  at  this  cime. 

I  wrote.  ...  my  pian  was  co  let  ail  tre  curtains  fall...  ' 

Ihougn  I  nec  acceoced  not  to  say  anythlnc.  out  1  caixen 

vaguaiy  ana  peooie  unaerstoed  me  that  I  cauea  the  lesaers  cf 
IrtP  as  agents  of  a  ccup  a  etat .  That  evening,  Heheshti  ana 
3afsan)ani  responded,  publiciy,  to  mu  imc^ieo  ai-egaticn, 
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Tug  aaus  ,iterp  again.  1  cecidec  to  expose  everything, 
nn^sa  NhcTieini  ana  isr-ragm  cane  in  see  r.&  anc  coic  me  'Imam 
aosaiuts-.y  orcrmses.  After  this  meeting,  Khomeini  authorized 
Sacegn  Taoatscsii  to  contact  trie  Carter  namir iscrat ion 
thrc^gr  German  Foreign  Minister, 


After  Meager  came  tc  ocuer ,  I  swi  ccreci  from  insisting  on 
exposing  the  Secret  Ceai  to  ;rs;srance  on  hoicing  a  teievised 
debate  with  Rafsan.jani,  Rajaii,  ana  Benesnti .  Khomeini 
scuaacrniu  objected.  In  a  setter  on  ren .  14,  LS91 ,  •  I  wrote 
tc  him, 

'  You  csix  me  rot  say  anything,  whilst  inspire  of  their 
intii genes  :n  jsscivmg  the  postage  crises  with  such  a 
cisgrace  ara  yet  stating  with  ^rnoucence  anc  vuigar  that  anu 
■crotsstation  to  their  ^ancimg  of  this  affair  wauic  oe  a  sign 
of  succor t  for  the  uritec  States,  still  shouldn't  1 
vouaiic-y.  exciain  trie  sciscde  from  the  begin ng  to  tneir 
surrencer  to  th.s  United  States? 

Then,  wnen  tn.ese  gentlemen  are  allowed  cc  in  theses 
terms,  uicncut  ary  adherence  to  reiigous  principals  ana  in 
cciiusinn  uic.n  tne  uni  tec  States,  oermic  me  tc  _nf trm  the 
□uciio  aoout  tne  trutn  or  tne  matter  from  tns  very  incaotion 

to  trie  erG .... 

Thus  the  Secret  Deal"  that  i  haa  ceen  insisting  an 
extcsL-g  sirce  my  ~  .  j.580  meeting  wicn  rassanciaen  was  ng 

atner  trap  this  Secret  jsai  uitn  Reagon  yrcun . 

,ar.er .  on  Mom  _  d ,  .SB.,  in  another  :??r:er*  tc  mm. 

wrote.  tr.ere  is  anatner  report  regarding  i  their 

contacts  with  Seagon  emmissar-.es  m  Paris..  ,  ana  in  the 
same  latter  I  insisted  that  L  cannot  keep  sment  any  longer. 
After  :rus  iGtcsr,  shoneim  reactsa  amazingly  ana  forbacs  me. 
as  well  as  ctners,  from  giving  any  public  steecne s. 

From  then  on  he  insisted  that  I  shcuic  accept  tne  Oeai 
as  a  foregone  conclusion  ana  coooerate  with  'them' .  In  aur 
iast  meeting  an  Jure  o.  1SB1,  Ahmad  Khomeini,  in  tne  presence 
of  his  earner,  insistantly  tried  to  convince  me. 

I _ cid  not  accent .  Right  away  they  rinaiizec  the  creeping  coup 

a'etat.  From  amongst  ai*  my  associates  wno  where  arrested, 
the  cruy  two  who  were  executes  were  Martyrs  Hesse  in  Navvao 
Safavi  ana  Rasnid  Saar-oi-Kefazi .  who  nac  ceen  gathering 
information  aocut  the  ‘Secret  Ceax*  , 


*  ~hese  two  letters,  as  wen  as  an  my  can*  columns,  were 
nrr.'  icea  tc  Tas*  rorce  cn  Jctocer  hurcrise  cr  House  cr 
r.cuse  cr  Representatives. 


-aao  t  c- 
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Siven  c,*;8sb  .  facts,  is  it  cornel evabie  chat  Khomeini  would  have 
acred  the  way  he  die,  if  his  nephew,  Passandiaeh,  had  net 
been  hia  emmissary?  Or  if  Psssancideh  nad  talked  to  a  Garter 
representative.  rather  chan  a  Reagon  emrussary?  ulhec  could 
have  been  the  'Secret"  that  I  had  sa  insistently  kept  on 
threatening  to  expoee  and  Khomeini  kept  on  preventing  Nt.  of 
doing  so? 


G:  Behpshci .  fofsari ‘ani .  Khamenei i  ana  Ravalli 

i'~  Contacts  with  Reoublicans  muse  nave  inceacstd  long 
before  Fassandiaen  meeting  in  bedrid-  7 irstiy ,  there  must 
nave  been  or lor  contacts  between  them,  to  lead  tc  rasssndideh 
attending  trie  had  rid  meeting*  Secondly ,  on'-iarcn  is.  1S8C. 

,  was  given  an  audio  tape  of  a  meeting  Senasnti  reta  with.  his 
close  associates ,  where  he  had.  seic,  .  iv.tha  nose  agate  muse  ae 
vt^’2  *5  3  tT'iirBG  ccrO  1  ftm-  dohi  z*CC  -3mc  u&rcsf  .  . 

And  in  reality  hostages  were  actually  us«c  in  a  manner 
that  Carter  was  defeated  in  the  Novemoer  1380  siection  ana 
Sani  Sacr.uaw  removed  from  presidency  cy  a  coup  a  etac  in 
June  1381 , 

.-i?- -1  m«y_^gu4.,  quite  credulously,.,.  shat  ft  .:c  ig^gc^SAp  i/g  ■ 

«.non£fn  1  ara  iaeaers  af  iKP ,  ■  without  anu  &eccgt  Item  with  "  i,'; 
Redodh  crrauc.  haa  achieved  the  same  ob  ject  iw»s  ou  be  lav  ing  . 


the  "release  dr'  hostaces 

„  But  .it  would  have  ~3sn  JV 

^Q’ssx&ie 

for  them 

to  use  ncs-caaas  as  a  urumo  cars  aoamst  f. 

rdtft.- Garter 

anc  5ari_ 

iaclr  without.  t 

n«  ’"Secret  3£ay'  .  why ?  i  ah 

■’5  ;  w  a  n  swear  ;■ 

t.hj.s  later .  . \r;;r- r.;;.  .  -  i  ;  ;  y.  y'y;-V 

After  Benesnti's  audio  tape  was  reveaisd.  firstly  he 
attempted,  in  my  absence,  to  get  the  approval  of  the 
Revolutionary  Council  on  a  plan  which  could,  net  os  cal. led 
anything  put  a  coup  .-d'etat. 

c-  Wat  muon  later .  i  u.*3  given  anotner  auaio .  caoe,  or  a 
orivate  meeting,  where  another  memaer  of  the  political  bureau 
of  Ixr,  Hasssn  uyac ,  talked  aoout  a  man  r.hac  wauic 
■?.  inmate  flam  Saar  by  June  1950.  I  .puotisnea  this  cace 
in  our  .newspaper.  aa  wen.  it  was  cne  same  as  the  man 
Sanesnti  had  proposed  in  aasence  to  mb  Revolutionary  Council 
wnere  the  Country  would  go  unaer  an  emergency  condition  and 
, would  ce  run  by  a  joirr.  edwmittee  of  the  representatives  of 
’Revolutionary  Counci i ,  Revolutionary  Boards.  ana  the 
devolve icanry  •  Courts.  T.  unot&  aoout  this  pi  an  m  ny  is  stars ' 

. doth  • to  Khomeini  ana  to  na  Li’S.  But: 
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5-  lines  first  time  1  fsvcr  talked  daoui  this  "Plan“ 
publicly,  was  in  the  Column  an  Juiy  7.  _5BG,  because 

Passandiaen  naa  tcia  me  aaout  the  prcposai,  by  Reagon  group, 
to  aeiay  the  release  of  hostages,  and  that  they  ujouid 
eliminate  me  if  I  dia  not  accept  tneir  offer,  ana  they  wauid 
-we  the  aeal  witn  my  rivals  in  the  IRP. 

The  same  aay ,  General  Bagneri,  Commanaer  of  the  r*ir 
Force,  informed  me  that  he  nad  recievec  infarmatior.  that  a 
secret  agreement  mas  made  between  Reagon  camp  ana  che  leaders 
af  the  IRP. 

That  is  why  I  continuously  taixed  about  tne  ‘Greening 
Coup “  in  che  Columns. 

4-  The  sane  nay ,  I  mrats  aoauc  tne  :  :rst  phase  of  tne 
Plan  in  Column,  i.e.  tneir  attempt  to  remcve  Ali  Reza  Nabari , 
Governor  of  Central  BanK ,  u'na  was  an  associate  of  mine,  as 
well  as  imposing  their  own  rnan  as  prime  minister. 

President  Rooseve.t  said  that  in  politics  nothing 
happens  ay  accidents.  If  it  had  not  been  for  Khomeini  is 
nepneu  giviPQ  me  the  proposal  ou  Reagan  camo.  as  well  as 

tnreateninq  me  to  accept _ 1^,  It  would  have  been _ incpnclevabie 

fqr  me  to  inform  our  people  abpuc  all  these  issues  dy. 
discussing  them  in  that  dair  s  Column. 

In  my  letter  of  Juiy  21, i960, •  to  the  menbers  or 
Revolutionary  Council,  i  emphasized  that,  . . .  IRP  wants  to 
have  a  Cadirec  that  is  totally  against  the  President...".  In 
the  same  letter.  I  explained  the  relation  between  attempts 
to  remove  i'iocar:  ana  '  using  tne  postages  as  a  trump  card.'* 

5“  ^exc  day ,  Jhctbzeden ,  Minister  at  ;:,jreicn  nf fairs, 
and  iousavi  nrdeoni,  came  to  see  me  ana  our  discussion 
arouna  the  Secret  Jeai’  iastea  untm  3:46  in  the  morning. 
July  0 . 13B0 ,  Column  "...I  gave  mm  a  complete  desolation  of 
u.S.  policy  m  Irar.  acccmoamaG  with  dear  examples..." 

5-  Juiy  13,  1300  Column,  . . .Foreign  Minister  came  to 
see  me  tonight  and  gave  me  information  about  an  extensive 
plan  of  the  ha  IN  coup  d’etat..." 

7-  un  July  17,  1300,  Eshracni.  Khomeini’s  son-in-laui, 
came,  and  through  him  I  informed  Khomeini  about  the  neuiiy 
obtained  information . 

6^  Gn  July  10,-300.  Revolutionary  Prosecutor  General 
suooeonaec  \abari ,  and  if  it  was  not  for  ny  quiCK  and  sjbtle 
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reaction,  Nccan  would  have  osen  imprisoned  and  the  first 
chase  of  cne  "Plan-  would  have  oeen  parctaiiy  camp ie ted . 

3-  on  July  40,  1980,  t-.ua  members  af  the  Majlis,  nr. 
*nvan  and  Dr , Chamcan ,  came  to  see  me.  nnvari  had  resigned 
because  af  tns  terrorising  atmosphere  in  cue  flajiis.  I  talked 
ta  them  about  the  'Secret  deal. "  and  wrote  in  the  column,  "... 
i  told  him  me  .nave  act  soon  and  fast,  before  ...  this 
devilish  Plan  is  Implemented.  * • 

10-  Qo  July  22 ,  1300,  I  urate,  "...  foraisn  Minister 
came  and  brought  new  reports  aoout  an  extensive  conspiracy 
against  trie  Republic.  which  concur aa  w x; c h- .orfi vieus i y  gathered 
information,,," 

u-  i  should  aad  that  oner  td  Passandiden  meeting,  I 
had  reacned  an  agreement  wic.il  the.-  -readers  of.  I  HP  an  the 
choice  of  pr ime  minister .  was  it  mersiy  an  accident  that  trtey 
negated  on  their  agreement  uoan  the  return  of  Passanoiaeh 
from  near id.  If  Passahdiden  had  not  returnee  with  a  proposal 
from  Sfiagon  camp,  a  prime  minister  who  u»as  congruent  with  the 
President  ,  along  with  a  Central  Barn  governor  who.  .is  his 
appointee,  would  have  been  the  best  camomation  For  resolving 
the  hostage  problem  wim  Career  Mdmimstrecicn .  becoming  to 
aur  Copse  i  ryt', jgn  gyre i aft-  .a^reeffi»n£....puat.  of  slBSBft  bu  .^he 

President  or  . his-.autnar'jL'y.'ec.  reocesentat i vs ,  But  since  they 
had  made  the  Secret  Deal' ,  they  needed  a  prime  sinister  and 
a  Central  Banx  governor  who  would  act  without  the  President  s 
knowledge. 

3n  July  27,  1280.  i  attended  in.  the  and  informed 

the  members  that  I  hap  reacned  an  agreement  uun  cne  IRP 
Leaders  on  the  choice  af  prime  minister,  which  was  i3ter 
negated  by  them,  it  is  interesting  that  tney  did  not  even 
accept  any . member  of  their  own  party  that  I  suggested  but 
was  not  in  total  opposition  to  me , 

12-  On  August  i?..  i960,  I  attended,  with  phmaa  Khomeini , 
a  Revolutionary  Council,  meeting.  In  that  meeting.  Benesnti 
aiked  me  tc  write  a  note  that  "...  it  we  soive  me  postage 
problem,  you  muse  rot  criticise  us  —  %  i  toic  him,  in  turn, 
to  write  a  letter  that  they  resolve  it  in  accordance  with  me 
terms  delineated  m  the  '“Scenario’'  already  agreed  u con -by 
President  Carter  ana  myself . 

Since  that  Scenario " ,  no  new  event  nao  ta«en  place, 
axeeot  'one*  Passanaiden  s  meeting  in  Hearzc.  in  August  :T 
meeting  of  the  Sevciut inary  Counci  *  we  tai KSd  about  the 
Secret  Cesai  arc  Ghotbzaden  tcid  trem,  ;  ycu  -enc  wrong  ana 
held  me  '/.Seal-’ ,  Out  mere  is  time  to  return  ana  correct,  it." 
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He  also  coia  them  that,  ..  "ns  information  we  -3ve  is  muon 
more  excanaive  t.nat  you  can  imagine.,  . 

If  Passandideh  naa  brought  a  proposal  from  Career 
Administration,  why  dia  Behesnti  reed  me  ta  write  s^cn  a 
letter?  If  r.e  was  talking  about  a  deai  with  Carer, 
constitutionally  I  was  me  only  one  wirn  the  authoi'ity  co 
sign  the  agreement.  In  ether  words.  Benesnti  haa  r.a  auchorlty 
to  negotiate  tc  resolve  the  hostage  prccisr  anc  he  could  nor 
negotiate  with  Carter  Aammiatration .  Then  what  resolution  of 
hostage  prooiem.  arc  what  contacts,  r.e  was  calking  about? 

If  mey  nad  not  made  a  'Secret  Oeai"  wit.n  an  unofficial 
group  m  the  u.S, ,  then  what  was  the  reason  far  someone.  with 
na  formal  autnenty,  like  Behesnti ,  tc  as«  me  to  write  suen  a 
letter? 

13-  The  same  day,  Ghotbzadeh  wrote  a  istter  co  -lajiis, 
conducing,  ‘uie  have  information  that  me  American  Republican 
Party,  in  order  tc  win  the  upcoming  election,  is  trying  very 
nara  tc  delay  tns  resolution  cf  hostage  prooiem  until,  after 
the  u.S.  presidential  election... 

Therefore  it  must  be  clear  now  that  aii  information 
Ghotbzadeh  had  been  giving  me,  since  my  meeting  with 
Passandideh,  were  about  the  efforts  of  ...  American 
Republican  Party  to  aeiay  the  resolution  of  hostage  problem 
until!  after  tne  u.3.  presidential  election.  ' 

ih-  3n  July  3G.i58U.  a  letter  by  members  or  ij.5. 
Congress,  addressed  to  najiis,  :uas  reac  or  the  ficor  of 
lajiis .  upon  reading  tns  .enter,  Rafsanjani,  Sceaker  of  the 
lajlis.  listed  eight  crimes  of  the  united  States'  in  Iran. 
Crimes  numoer  one  and  two  were,  respectively.  freezing  of 
Iranian  assets ' ,  and  “  bioexing  tne  snipment  of  military 
equipment  ana  spare  parts,  already  paid  for. 

However,  on  October  S3,  1380.  amy  one  man  to  after 
Iraq's  invasion,  and  wren  the  war  was  intensifying  ana  we 
were  badly  In  need  of  arms  ana  spare  parts.  Safsanjani 
declared,  m  an  interview  given  to  Le  nonce,  that  ...  we  may 
rot  want  the  American  arms.  .  . " . 

If  there  was  no  "Deal'"  with  Republicans  wnic.n  sssurec 
them  of  transfer  of  arms,  wcuia  it  have  oeen  possible  tnat 
Rafsanjani,  who  naa  called  ‘bioexing  the  shipment  of  military 
equipment...'"  one  of  the  eight  major  U.S.  crimes,  to  anounce 
that  " . . .we  may  not  want  the  American  arms'?  Ana  at  tne  same 
time  secretly  rscieving  American  arms  through  Israel'7 
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15-  Frcm  October  10.  till  Novemoer  5,  I960.  ~ne  day 
before  u.S.  election,  due  to  intentions.,  delaying  tactics 

in  najus.  nothing  was  officially  done  to  resolve  the  hostage 
problem.  Cn  October  31,  1980,  Seheshti  came  to  see  me 

in  the  war  front.  Behzad  Nabavi,  Minister  of  State  at  the 
time  who  signed  the  so  tailed  'Algerian  Declaration'  later 
on,  states,  in  an  article  in  "Foreign  Relation  Quarterly" 
1vol.  3,  raii  1930),  what  Behesnti  had  told  3am  Saar  in  that 
meeting;  ...  Imam  has  oeen  in  this  process  of  resolving  the 
hostage  problem  and  he  approves  it...'",  sue  there  was  no 
official  negotiation  at  the  time  and  everything  was  halted, 
what  “resolution''  was  he  talking  about .  other  than  the  one 
that  had  already  been  secretly  maae  wit.n  Republicans? 

I  did  not  disclose  wnat  5e.nes.nti  had  said  simply  because 
Khomeini  was  so  sensitive  towarcs  it.  Furtnarmars  I  had  not 
yet  osiievea  that  Khomeini  was  personal involved. 

16-  Ore  wee*  after  my  meeting  jitn  Passandiden,  On  July 
it.  1990,  m  a  letter  to  Khomeini.  I  asKea  him,  '...  is 
there  still  any  doubt  tin  your  mind)  tnat  t.ne  content  or  that 
ether  taoe  is  reai  and  they  are  using  t.ne  hostages  for  their 
personal  vendetta  and  consolidation  of  power7'' 

Cn  July  55,  1980,  I  wrote  to  flajiis,  the  one  person 

wno  must  undo  the  conspiracies  in  this  period  of  crisis... 
must  not  be  subjected  to  the  atcacKS  of  those  wno  wish  to 
repeat  the  1953  coup  d’etat  at  any  price. ...  and  the  Speaker 
or  the  Majlis,  personally,  worsens  the  situation  as  well...'. 

The  1^03  DOL'D  wad  ~T>e  resuic  of  a  “secret  deal''  between 
the  Pahiavi  Court,  U.S.  Republican  Administration ,  ana  tne 
British  Conservative  government;  This  was  the  first  time, 
duoiieiy,  I  had  accusea  Rafsanjani  and  his  ccconspirators  in 
the  IRP  for  setting  the  stags  for  a  ccod  d'etat  sitoiidf  to 
tne  1355  coup  -  i.e.  through  a  'Secret  Deal”  with  J.S. 
Republican  Party. 

To  cate,  none  of  these  people,  Khomeini,  nis  son, 
Rafsanjani.  and  others  ever  denied  making  the  Secret 

Oeai" .  in  fact  on  Nov.  3,1990.  the  day  of  U.S.  election. 

Rafsanjani  had  openly,  stated  cn  tne  floor  of  Itajiis,  that^ 

'  be  will  be  toid,  in  the  future,  that  we  were  tne  cause  or 
Reagon's  victory." 

On  tne  same  day  i  wrote. 
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. . . I  remember  taht  8  months  ago  1  told  them  that 
I  cannot  accept  the  responsibility  of  changing  the 
psycnoiogy  of  American  people  to  violence  and  inter* 
ventionism 

2:  “...and  I  think  that  Reagan  will  win  the  election,  not 
as  Republican  vs.  a  Democrat,  but  as  the  symbol  of  the 
change  in  American  people's  psychology.  A  few  days  ago 
I  told  my  associates  that  the  decision  about  hostages 
HAS  SEEN  HADE  TO  BE  RESOLVED  at  a  time  and  in  a  manner 
chat  wouia  not  help  Carter  rather  in  fact  work  against 
him.  I  think  my  conclusion,  based  an  my  long  experience 
about  the  psychology  of  western  socitiea,  due  to  my 
living  there  and  my  studies  in  that  field  has  been 
proven  correct . " 


The  next  day,  I  wrote  to  Khomeini,  1 . .  !  tciri  you,  on 
several  occasions,  that  Reagon's  victory  m  cne  election  is 
tantamont  to  the  change  in  the  psychology  of  American  people, 
ana  that  it  is  very  dangarous  for  the  man  kind.  Now  It  is 
ciear  that  his  election  has  exactly  the  same  meaning." 

Note  that  I  used  the  same  phrase  here,  "change  in  the 
psychology  of  American  people",  as  I  had  used  in  the  Column 
on  the  day  I  met  Passanaideh,  Ln  July,  when  he  told  me  about 
the  proposal  by  Republicans. 

Now  one  should  asx  oneself  whether  all  the  events  and 
facts  I  have  listed  above  could  have  taken  dace,  if  the 
Americans  who  met  Passanaideh  in  iladrid,  while  under  the 
COVER  of  representing  the  State  Department,  hao  not  actually 
sent  cne  Republican  oroaosai  to  Khomeini? 

whilst  !  talxed  and  wrote  so  extensively,  based  on  uihat 
Fassanaicah  had  taid  me.  wouidn  t  it  have  sufficed  Khomeini 
5f>Q  iesocfs  co  i imply  ceil  me  tnat  they  nad  negotiated 
with  Carter  representatives,  instead  cf  ail  they  have  done, 
if  Passanaideh  naa  actually  met  with  representatives  of 
Carter  Administration? 

Cquic  cne  closes  his  ey.es  and  disregard  ail  these _hard 
ana  unaisoucable  facts,  with  good  conscious,  to  cover  up  this 
storu  anq  tc  exonerate  Reaoon  and  Bush? 
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Coar  • 'r ,  aarceiia; 

The  I'aiiQujjng  id  payee  ai  e  the  ^L  anaiaiiun  ur  n»a  jul- 
cortion  of  additional  uuiinntiULb  rttibiiitiTiL  Bani  Saui  ui'epfcU'eil 
in  response  to  5enaLts  SuLjuumnii  t  Lee  ' s  reuut'l,  and  iL  is  the 
follow  up  lu  the  li  panes  [  have  Taxed  to  you  last  ujooK  . 
we  rape  that  tney  will  shed  midi L iunul  lights  un  yuui* 
efforts,  liiuuyli  m  Lhis  iaLu  hours  of  your  tenure.  Please 
cail  no  a l  iQB- 737- H5*1 ,  if  1  can  De  of  any  assistance. 

Have  a  merry  Chr lotmaao  and  a  greet  new  year . 

Number  of  Pages i  including  this  cover  sheet)  13 
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Wrt'r  ubiKOj  irtE  MQSTm6E5  .  .  .  huhiNG!  Cni'iC-R  ^»\U  tiANl  SmDk 
WOULD  HAVE  SEEK  liirub9IBLE  u-ITHCUT  A 
5ECRET  LlAL"  WITH  REAum'N  LAMP? 


A  :•  Regarding  ^enaie  Gudcumm  i  L  Lge  ‘  3  Report,  an  October 
Sururist?  ,  v  Reum  l  >  L  tiuardina  shipment:  of  American 
orms  to _ Iron  via  Israc; 

The  Reporx.  ^arrirma  that  shortly  after  Reogon  came  ta 
power,  American  arms  were  shipped  to  Iran.  In  this  respect 
there  are  some  ^mpui  LanL  facts  in  the  RtsuuL  t  that  reed  to  be 
R^nh<*  i  zod : 

1“  Haig  says  that  Casey  cbtained  Reagan * s  apcrovai , 
aJ  1  Li  mu  L  his  k*  iuw i  silys  .  Allen  says  that  haig  Obtained 
ReHyan  s  djju:  Lvdi  through  dacK  dear; 

E“  Huicf  izfition  far  f  \  spore  parrs  were  lccuori  after 
Lsumving  information  mat  Guvicia  were  :a  give  i  7e  ranks 
to  Iraq*, 

5~  U.5.  paiicu  regaroirg  transfer  of  armo  to  Iran  was 
changed  m  J^xy.  IDQi , 

h-  Due  to  u.5.  arms  emboL yu  of  iron  Khomeini  had  to 
turn  to  isreex  Far  spare  oartrj  . 

Ln  Lhis  section  uf  the  Raoort,  xike  the  port  royarding 
PtiSbcinUlUeh  '  b  meeting  in  Madrid,  1l  is  not  the  overt  by 
itself  LhdL  explains  the  causes  of  the  event.  In  fact  io 
that  ls  in  contradiuLiun  with  other  ones.  The  Reocrt  is 
totally  incoherent,  and  Lhus  uiayuiaes  the  truth.  IF, 
insLtiad  uf  justifying  eouh  event  indepentiy,  they  xorc  put 
uoherenuiy  wUymlidL  ,  they  jlouiq  have  explained  the  entire 
truth  completely. 

However ; 

a)  5snate  L nvesL iudiiun ,  I J  nveatigation ; ,  Knows  that 
Khomeini  wuuid  idive  not  turned  to  Israel  outarre t i cal  1  y  .  Thus 

they  admit  that  Iran  we. s _ so  desperately  in  need  cf  gporc 

parts  that  f  ol  ced MKhome ±J1  i _ ta  turn  to  Israel  . 

b; iorocl 1 p  motives  wore* 

i j  As  part  uf  "  Ibidui  s  peripheral  Strategy'  of 
building  aiiiances  with  min-^rtib  Countries  bordering  Israel  s 
enemies; 

£;  To  orotrect  tnt-  remaining  members  of  Iranian  Jewish 
community " ; 
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c)  And  U  .  b  .  motives  were: 

\  »  Tn  (tih  im  win  i.l  ih  in  i  l  i  taru  ballance  between  Iron  and 
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-  stated  cne  numoer  or  guv  Ldimb  m  Miu^B9L.oii:XLlt‘u.il!  ntfe 

large  as  33b  .  Then,  eaf  Let  .  CviS  to  the  shortages  ct  spare  parte 
as  well  as  carnages,  their  numoers  hdd  declined  even  Further. 

Therefore ,  if  there _ uaa  dug  ^  'i^sntun  1  or  Keeping _ the 

_n 1 1 itaru  jal-ancB" .  ^mer ± cans  should  have  shiopeo  heiluuptsr 

and  tanks  spare  parts,  as  weil  as  anti _ tank  _m lee x les . _ rather 

than  F-4  store  n arte . 


Lastly,  in  uune  ±581,  cne  xetiA  before  the  'Creeping  Cqjo 
0  '  fc-tat  *  C '  Coup  '  / ,  Iran  had  preoereo  tnree  military  piano.  :a 
te  executed  immediate 1 y ,  in  case  5aadam  Hussein  did  not  agree 
with  the  proposals  of  cne  fuituyu  ministers  of  Four  members 
cf  the  Nuii*-h  ±  i gr.ed  Canferrenm.  ^hicn  craves  that  i  ran  was  on 
the  cf Tensive,  and  thus  was  in  nu  need  cf  F-h  spare  ports  to 
'maintain  t.ne  military  dal  lance  ayameL  i  ->c?  tanks*  •  1 

3*  Buuri  Khomeini  and  tne  5uli  bm'c  Cel'ense  Council.  lSDC  j  , 
nad  aoespeec  cne  proposal  by  u;.e  four  \an-  aligned  Foreign 
i i.  j_  ntoro  ,  .*oUua*»  MOSSBir  naa  cuibut  to  it  as  wen.  Inc 
Foreign  ministers  were  uj  return  to  Tenran  cn  June  b.  xS6±  . 
nowever,  they  wart  toiQ  not  lu  -arre  even  before  I  uias  dsooscc 
as  me  uorrmancier  In  LhtJif  or  the  r*fm«d  rcrcca  qc  .  j.  P  .hi  .  on 
It  in«  7  ,  01. 

-eoaeis  or  cne  isiamic  ftecuDi.t;  Party,  ■.  triP.;  ,  Knew  that  the 
=  _  uitase  of  cne  "Lauu  was  going  to  DC  cxbcuibc  by 
*  •  :i.»mr3ijn  1  in  tne  cays  Co  come.  nmu  i  .  the  four  Foreign 
ministers  nan  come  to  jenran,  as  scheduled,  and  announced 
cne  end  of  the  war.  there  wuuid  have  been  neither  anu 

ogss ibiiitu  For _ t  h e Hup _ A nor  anu  need  fur-  Khomeini  to  u rn 

’-c  Israel  j_ 

uosequentiy,  on  June  ic.idsl.  I  wrote  an  upen  .otter. 
Lini.cn  was  read  an  the  fluur  uf  i’.ajiis.oy  hr .  nnamd 
unazant'arpour.  maember  cf  Mrijxiev.  because  it  was  censored  cn 
radio,  Tv,  and  ail  n«uiapr  ints  >  ,  where  I  told  the  Iranian 
peooie,  ...  I  have  told  you,  Iranian  ptjopie.  that  they  arc 
executing  a  Creeping  Coup  altar",  and  I  have  described  it  s 
different  onases .  5lj  Fai  they  have  proceeded  the  way  I  have 
explained,  ana  now  they  art*  Liymg  to  complete  the  last, 
phase,  to  cepose  me  from  the  ^residency  and  to  taKC  my  -ifc. 
if  they  are  suceesfui  in  I'n^bb  efforts,  tne  Following 
developments  sha±.  Ldx.u  o±ace;  .  .  .b j  the  imposed  war,  IF, 

nrn  mnnprt  •  *  «  mqi  i  1  r  i  ’*»  r  n«  (  Himilftr.ft  CeDlCtlOH  of  DOth 


App.  0375 


InpitjmtsnLci  t  ion  of  ’J.S.  uuuciea  in  t~c  ^id:Ae  Eant  will  be 
□recered.  nna  as  ycc  have  uiitnesaad  xn  “ns  case  of  hostages, 
rney  would  Liu  wCmoeiied  i.u  bubmict  to  the  shomefuii 
conditions  of  surrender  Lhe  war  .  ,  .  you  snouid  be  informed 
tnat  Che  four  foreign  ministers  . . .  brought  a  proposal  that 
Irani  forces  uiu  cuiioacK  iulu  the  Iraqi  miTitory .  .  ,  and  a 
non-ni i itar lzed  ^one  win  je  created  cr  UuU’  bicss  .of  the 
carder;,  ana  all  differences  shaii  La  resolved  through 
dic.omatic  Channels.  .  .  J’e  fuimyn  ministers  were  to  return 
.  ca  Tehran;  on  June  8:  however  ^hey  changed  their  schedule 
c.ue  to  the  situaLiun  ^  i  uur  Lountry .  Vodau  jc  ore  m  tno 
uest  _TI  iiitaru  cos  1 L  ion  we  na  v  e  evar  oec  n  since  t  h  s  start 
war  ,  .  was  of  tne  opinion  that.  iF  Lhey  let  us  alone,  with  n 
nunper  of  spectacular  victories  in  tne  fronts,  in  ado*Liui  tn 
winning  tr.s  war.  ue  would  havH  cibL'uJtsa  tne  u.b.  olano  in 
"3  region...  This  is  the  state  uf  uul  •'•ilitory  situation, 

.  .  .  we  snail  see  row  this  situatiu'i  cnange.  .  .Sisters  and 

Brothers. . .  if,  oefore  it  is  tea  lam.  uou  donot  resist  this 
despotism  an:  oat  rid  uf  ^ i  before  it  nas  fullu- 
consoiioatec  itself,  this  dictatorship  will  be  comuisteiu 
connected  uith  foreign  domina Uun,  ana  eventuoilb  what  I 
hay e  predicted  taoavej,  and  even  worse,  will  happen  to  uou.‘ 

Thai  erui  e,  nut  only  we  uiare  at  our  strongoat  position, 
since  the  start  of  the  war,  ue  were  at  the  Drink  of  peace. 
They  staged  the  Coup'  in  order  to  continue  the  war.  khomeini 
was  cecievad  to  believe  that  tne  u.b.  ,  British,  and  Israeli 
gnverpmw its  wanted  the  defeat  cL'  Iraq,  as  ns  did. 

Before  June  1381.  Arafat  reasoned  with  Khomeini  that  it 
is  a  deception  ana  their  real  objective  is  to  prolong  the 
oar.  rather  tnan  an  Iranian  victory,  xhcmein;  did  not  listen. 

b;  Israqn  motives: 

i'j  In  the  first  nlre  months  uf  the  war,  whixe  I  uas  the 
rresioent,  and  CihoUjzaaeh  was  the  Fuieiyn  iMnister,  there  was 
no  tnreat  to  the  rKmaimuy  Jewish  community  4  in  iron.  In 
tact  mast  the  arm  dealers  we  dealt  walm  were  Jews,  And  it  is 
a  lie  to  Claim  that  It>i  aeJ  ’  s  motive  was  to  ...  protect  .  .  . 
Jewish  community  m  Iron ■ 

ms  fur  Km  ijjl  ici  di  btrategy  tr*e  tact  of  the  matter 
is  tnat  it  had  been  implemented  liefuL  a  the  Revolution,  while 
tne  fmah  was  xii  puoier .  and  it  was  abanaoned  with  the  victory 
of  the  Revolution.  In  fact.  Begin,  the:  Prime  'Unistsr  of 
israei  .  had  repeatedly  stated  that  .  .  .  Israel  _*J  tne  major 
loser  of  Iranian  revuiuLxun. . .  and  we  must  cestroy  this 

revolution  Dy  internal,  as  weii  os  external,  wars.  Prolong i rp 
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the  ran-  .rag  mat  is  lj t  srae:  3  aavori ore  ,  ana  jjq  gnou  i  a  cc 

every.  cn  inq  we  can  far  t:;_.  s  mar  ~kj  t  tc  came  to  dr  r  na_. 

cn  severa i  occasiun,  in  tne  Columns,  .  discussed  begin 's 
uosi  nan ,  arc  arguea  mat,  ac'jjrJi .•  i y iy  ,  bringing  tho  car  to 
an  ena,  as  e/peaiticusiy  uussibie.  -uss  af  greatest 
aavontage  tu  our  Country, 

Recently,  ■'  1  r  hi .  '  d  lli  ics  l  s  i  mister  of  Jcfcnae  nas 

teetifieo.  ^naer  oath.  tnat .  >.  paraiji  u  aa:  ~g  j  *  “  prolonging 

t he_[ ran- 1  rag  mar  ^as  to  me  advantage  of  Bi  Item  as  well  as 
tnB  west. and  us  facilitated  Efts  means  far  it's  prolongation" . 

was  deposing  t.ne  Iranian  ^rasiaont,  who  uina  against  the 
continuation  of  the  war.  one  or  these  m^jans?  ^nu  houi  acout 
giving  to  ootn  sides  ct  me  ccnf i let  sufPicient  amount  of 
arms  to  t*  ‘Sure  a  v!lLuLh  :br  --cicner  oncv 

rfignt  after  the  Reagan  v  axary  in  me  election,  ail  of  a 
ajdosn,  tbs  Faction  wno  maae  me  Jeai'  with  Heegan  comp, 
started  to  advocate  for  a  rang  uiar,  That  is  uny  from  that  day 
on.  I  had  cont  muausly  argued.  ±u  the  Cciumn,  against 
prolonging  me  war  ana  compared  tre  positions  oT  those  mho 
aavocatea  it  with  tnose  cc  Israel  ana  the  u.S..  and  I  warned 
against  tnem .  jn  November  7.1560,  Column,  I  accused  Reagan ’ c 
faction  to  cause  the  war,  anu  emphasized  thm.  continuing  tnc 
war  is  lu  the  advantage  or  the  u  .  £i . 

in  those  days,  neitner  Mia  Scitjsn  Dcf enae  niniator  nac 
testified,  nor  me  cranscrici  of  i_.5.  nmaasaaor  s  ncciting 
with  badOarn  rtcsseiu  inu  been  oubiished  ycr-  1  1 

Thereuorti,  :ne  root,  tnat  snuntii.i,  Rsogo" ,  Toccnnr.  ana 
aegi  n,  an  conccraed  cn.  ..e.  aruiungat.ian  of  the  war,  is  a 
much  stronger  explanation  or  wnat  has  actually  happened , 
rather  than  newly  crtsHLea,  sporadic,  and  unre-atea 
explanations  ana  events  tut  together  in  r.nu  Report  to  caver 
up  the  trurn; 

C)  Chance  or _ U.S.  utiilcu  towards  iran  m  Juiu.  _i9Bi> 

The  Report  totally  disregards  tha  fact  that  ;ust  prior 
to  the  change  m  L.5.  policy  in  July  1991,  there  was  o  "Coup 
d'fcltat"  in  iran  ujmch  resuited  in  the  rail  of  a  President  who 
was  running  the  war  untiu  June  10.  15Bi  .  uuas  it  just  an 
hULiLlENI  that  this  change  in  pmicy,  and  the  flew  oF  arms  to 
Iran.  tooK  piace  right  after  ms  rail  from  presidency^  host 
definitely  not;  because  ne  was  vehemently  against  prolonging 
the  war.  and  one  of  the  reasons  far  the  Couc“  us  to  be  able 
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decided  in  Jul^  ±381  ,  activiiies  for  rcaaiving  the 

problem  rad  restarted  m  tmti  month;.  owing  the  hostages  .  .  . 
ageist  Carter’  -uould  be  j.n  an  uncompromising  contradiction 
with  another  pert  of  the  Report;  ,..e.  N^oneini  jouiu  not  have 
autnorized  his  nepneui  to  negotiate  wilii  tne  representatives 
ot'  carter  ndm  in  istrat  ion ;  .  harerora.  tne  i.adrid  meeting  was 

actually  with  me  Birussariub  oL‘  the  Reagan  camp. 

*•  If  the  noea  for  mj  liidiy  equipments  ana  spare  parts 
were  so  serious  that  forced  Khomeini  lu  accept  tho  danger  cr 
turning  to  Israel  ,<•  I  shall  exoiain  wny  Lhis  conaucuted  t re 
greatest  Ganger  to  mm'  1  uny  u^d  he  not  teke  the  cosier 
path  and  insisted  on  getting  wnat  '  Iran  had  already  paid  for 
t  rom  the  Carter  Admir istrat ion <  wny  Tanatadaii  did  ->ct  press 
tne  matter  as  warren  Liir  i stoprier  saio,  .  uage  30  cf  the 
Report ;  .  cr  u»ny  cid  the  Iranians  lat  tne  arms  i  asuc  drift 
Out  of  the  talks".  as  Ruder  Jwen  said,*. page  30  uf  t^e 
Report 

LLoyo  Cutler,  former  Whitt:  House  Cuunsei  ,  theorised  ' 
that  a  deal  with  the  Carter  Aamini scrat ion  before  then 
would  nave  excosea  them  to  dumestic  ottacK.s  from  the  far- 
right  mul^ans  and  frum  AUuihasson  Dani-Sadr. . .  who 
9tranuoLis±y  opposed  the  ueai  the  Carter  Administration 
concluded  m  January  1381,  calling  it  execcively  favorable  to 
the  J  .  5  .  "  . 

had  the  investigation  asKed  me  in  writing, ^sinco  they 
ciaim  they  nan  limited  traveling  auuiui lzoticn^ ,  I  would  hove 
raid  them  that  i  opposed  the  d«*±  u»±tn  tre  carter 
rnniniatration  Lecausc 

±;  reu  had  net  guimn  the  release  of  military 
equipments  ana  spare  carts,  or  for  l p a l  matter  any  arms  cr 

spate  parti! 

li>  i  heu  ala  not  have  aii  cw  assets  released;  and  in 
fact  they  have  inflicted  a  great  -oss  lu  our  Country;  and  J 
regarded  the  agreement,  as  warren  ChrisLuuher  hoes . s p . 37  of 
Lite  Report;,  a  major  concession  by  Iran"  ;  and 

tiiJ  Signing  the  "Hlgon.an  Declara t iun  njas  in  violation 
of  the  Conot i tu t ian . 

And  based  un  these  three  pcints  I  fixed  a  law  suit 
against  Rajaii.  the  Prime  Minister,  as  well  os  Benzad  Nobavi. 
Minister  of  State  who  signed  tne  Declaration ' .  Vim  afore  it 
is  a  iie  to  'theorise"  that  they  did  not  ask  the  Carter 
Administration  for  arms  and  bparo  parts  because  they  were 

concerned  aoout  dani-Sadr’s  opposition.  In  fact _ if  thau 

had  anu  ccncern  about  Bqn],  Sadr  s  jp.iecLion^nqt  only  thau 

had  to i_ns i s t  on  tne  arms  and  a j«* r e_oor t s .  theu  would  rot 

have  liMidueu  tne  release  of  hostoQcs* 
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L He _ I  ran- . r aa  w m  is  l ^ L arae.  3  acvort ooc ,  ana _j£Q snoo »  a  co 

everv^cn  lng  we  can  far  l  ,  <3  iuar  nq  r.  to  came  co  an  q  na_. 

Jn  several  occasion,  in  zne  Lo^unns,  I  discussed  Begin  s 
oosinon,  tire  argued  tnac.  acuur-ii  ij  iy  ,  bringing  the  war  to 
an  ena,  as  expeaitiGusiy  as  possible.  -was  of  greatest 
advantage  u  our  Country, 

Recent. u,  Mrs,  'aLuim  s  1  mister  of  Jctcnae  ras 
testified,  onaer  aatn.  tnat .  paray*  w  asmg  j  ,  "prolonging 
the  Iran- iraq  mar  ^as  to  cne  advantage  of  Britain  as  well  at; 
the  wcaf^and  wg  facilitated  the  means  for  it's  prolongation"  . 

Was  deposing  tne  Iranian  President,  who  wna  against  the 
continuation  of  the  mar.  one  or  these  means?  i^rui  now  about 
giving  to  dotr,  sides  ct  me  conflict  sufficient  amount  of 
arms  to  a  <sure  ^  viLiwi'H  for  -citner  one7* 

rtignt  after  the  Reagan  victory  i ri  tne  election,  all  of  a 
sudden,  tbs  faction  wno  made  me  deal'  with  Reagan  camp, 
started  to  advocate  for  a  long  war .  That  is  why  from  that  day 
on.  I  had  contmuauslg  argued,  in  the  Column,  agamet 
prolonging  me  uar  ano  ccmparec  the  positions  of"  those  who 
aavocatea  it  with  tnose  of  Israel  ana  the  u.S.,  and  I  warned 
against  tnem .  On  Noverrder  7,1560,  Column,  I  accused  Reagan  ’  c 
faction  to  cause  the  war.  anu  emphasized  thHL  uuntinuing  tnc 
war  is  lu  the  aovantoge  or  the  U  .  £j . 

m  those  days,  neitner  uie  ficitiah  Defense  Minister  rac 
testified,  nQr  tne  transcript  of  u.S.  nmnssaaor  s  meeting 
with  Saddam  ncssein  -cil.  dean  published  yet'  1  1 

Therefore,  :ne  fact,  mat  Nnuntii.;,  Roogon,  Taccnnr.  ana 
begin,  an  concerded  cn.  ^.e.  prolongation  of  the  uar.  is  a 
much  stronger  explanation  of  wnat  has  actually  happened, 
rather  than  newly  crtsHLeo,  sporaLic.  and  unrn-atea 
explanations  ana  events  tut  together  in  mu  Report  to  cover 
up  the  truth; 

cj  Change  or _ u.5.  uuilcu  touiarla  _  1  ran  m  Julu.  i9Qi  i 

The  Report  totally  disregards  the  fact  that  ;ust  prior 
to  the  change  p  U.5.  policy  in  July  1991,  there  was  o  "Coup 
d'btat"  in  Iran  wnich  resuited  in  the  rail  of  a  President  who 
was  running  the  war  untmi  June  10,  15B1  .  was  it  just  an 

hULiiJE.NI  that  this  cnange  in  policy,  and  the  flew  of  arms  to 
Iran,  tooK  piace  right  after  ms  fall  frem  presidency7  host 
definitely  not;  because  ne  was  vshemtuiLly  against  prolonging 
the  war.  and  one  of  the  reasons  far  the  Coup'*  ws  to  be  able 
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decided  i*t  July  i381  ,  ^ali  activiiica  for  rcsaiving  the 
prodiBfn  raa  rasnartea  in  tmti  month;.  u«ing  the  hostages  ... 
ageist  Carter  ^ould  be  in  an  uncompromising  contradiction 
with  another  part  of  the  Report;  ^.e.  Khomeini  jouui  not  have 
autnorized  his  nepneu  to  negotiate  ui  i «_  m  me  representat ives 
□t'  tarter  ncim iniatrat ion ;  iherefore.  me  i.adrid  meeting  was 
actually  with  me  enissanub  oL  the  Reagan  camp. 

*  If  the  need  for  mjiiLaiy  equipments  ana  spare  parts 
uere  so  serious  that  forced  Khomeini  lu  accept  the  danger  cr 
turning  to  Israel,*.  I  shail  exoiain  wny  Lhis  constituted  ere 
greatest  Ganger  to  nim'  »  ;  .  uny  u-d  he  nan  teke  the  cotiar 
path  and  insisted  on  getting  wnat  ' : ran  nad  already  paiu  for 
tram  the  Carter  Hdmiristrat  ion/  wny  "Tabatabaii  did  *>ct  press 
tne  natter  as  warren  mristopner  said,  . uage  ^0  cf  the 
Report  J,  cr  why  did  the  Ira^ianb  1«l  me  arms  i  aauc  drift 
out  of  the  talks',  as  Ruder  Jwen  said,  «  page  30  uf  the 
Report 

LLoyc  Cutler,  former  White  House  Cuunsei  ,  theonsea 
that  a  deal  with  the  Carter  Admini strat ion  before  then 
would  nave  exposed  them  to  cume^tic  attack's  from  the  far- 
right  fnul*ans  and  frum  rtbuihassan  Dani-Sadr.  .  .  who 
strenuously  oppoaea  the  ueai  the  Carter  Administration 
concluded  m  January  13B1,  calling  it  execcively  favorable  to 
the  J . 5  .  ‘  . 

Had  tne  i nvest lgatiur i  aaKed  me  in  writing, koinco  they 
ciaim  they  nan  limited  traveling  duunuuzaticnj,  I  would  hove 
cold  them  that  i  opposed  the  deal  uutr  tre  carter 
^ministretion  Lecauoc- 

i )  meu  r*ad  not  guLien  the  release  of  military 
equipnents  ana  spare  carls,  or  for  LhaL  matter  any  arms  cr 
bpdiu  partii 

li>  i  neu  ala  not  have  aii  cu-  assets  released;  and  in 
fact  thBu  have  inflicted  a  great  mss  lu  our  Country;  and  I 
regarded  the  agreement,  as  warren  Christuuher  does. sp. 37  of 
the  Report;,  a  mujur  concession  by  Iran";  and 

tiiJ  Signing  the  "Hlgonan  Dacleretxun  .was  ir  violation 
of  the  Conoticutian . 

And  based  un  these  three  points  I  fixed  a  law  suit 
against  Rajaii.  the  Prime  Minister,  as  well  os  Benrad  Nabavi . 
Minister  of  btate  who  signed  tne  Declaration',  ‘ihui-efore  it 
is  a  iie  to  “theorise'1  that  they  did  not  ask  the  Carter 
rtdminlstraticn  for  arms  and  bspare  parts  because  they  were 

concerned  aoout  dani-Sadr’s  opposition,  (n  fact _ if  theu 

had  any  ccncer n_  about  Bq n  1  Sadr  s  objection x _not  uniu  theu 

h ad  to  ins l s t  on  the  a rms  and  t> rJ«*re_oorts, theu  wOU Id  rat 

have  ijHittuea _ mo  release  o f  hoataocr. 
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JuLh  in  ;ectera  to  Kholmeini ,  as  wuu  oo  m  the  Column, 

I  voiced  mu  objections  repeatedly. 

*  On  Gutuber  iO.ibtiU,  the  bdrie  cay  the  negotiation  with 
Carter  Administration  collapsed  unuii  the  election  day ,  by 
*CC  I  DENT  again.  home  in* ,  in  dear  violation  at  the  Constitu¬ 
tion.  appointed  the  Speaker  ur  Uie  ('aj^is.  and  two  members  of 
the  najlls,  to  the  5DC.  3y  aCCI PEN f  again,  in  the  first 
meeting  at  the  50C ,  one  cf  them  suggested  that  the  Chairman 
at  tre  5DC  be  selected  fron  thw  mbsmbeis  of  the  CDC .  again  in 
Clear  violation  or  the  Constitution  iimi  appoints  the 
^resident  or  the  kepubi-u  db  Chairman,  when  re  made  the 
suggestion,  asked  him  if  tnay  die  maKing  the  preparation 
for  a  Jes i  wltn  Carter  s  i iva:7  In  this  meeting  kafsanjani, 
.vnamenei  i  ,  and  r*ajaH  crorrissed  to  fdsu.ve  tne  ncatage  problem 
in  a  manner  that  aii  L-bbLacies  oe  remevea  ter  our  armed 
rurues  to  be  ade  to  meet  Lht-y  neeas  from  foreign  sourceo . 

In  January  11.  Column.  i  remi :  iueci  them  that  on  the  first 

or  second  meeting  of  ::it  SDC  they  rad  tromiseed  to  provide 
uutsice  sources  tor  aui  " 1 j i : yry  neece ;  tar  mere  is  nu 

cigp  ujq  ecu ia  .  .  .  *  . 

*  fliOil  fO  OCtOUCl  _J.  i  f^ncj  .  in  rcoOQHSKj  t-u  t n  0  Latter 
of  C.b.  Congress  to  the  memcers  ur  ljis  Majlis.  MM’aanjoni 
oaiisc  tne  clocking  or  miliLciiy  d^Licmonc.  ana  tne  epare 
parr...*  one  of  the  eight  major  u.S.  crimes  against  Iran. 
Later,  on  October  dd,  and  £3,  l9BO,  Kaftan  jam.  ana  Fcajaii, 
Changed  their  position  suddenly,  ana  announced  that  Iron 
does  not  need  American  arms.  This  change  in  their  position 
was  not  cecause  of  Bani-5aur  s  apposition  tc  the  so  called 

Aigenar  Oeci  ration;  not  only  sum  Sadr  was  vehmentiy  for 
recieving  the  arms,  as  well  as  ending  Lhe  war,  but  there  was 
not  even  any  agreement  with  the  Cartel*  administration  yet. 

noreover,  lhe  tuo  factiunta  uhdt  surfaced  after  tho 
Loup  '  ,  far  right  mullahs  arid  Lhe  moderates'  ,  belonged  to 
tne  same  faction,  contrary  to  CuLiur's  erroneous  '*  theory", 
benesnti,  ^atsunjani,  and  othtii  b,  had  repeatedly  said,  both 
m  the  Majlis,  as  well  as  in  the  media,  that  we  ore  ali 
together  m  the  line  I.nam  ,  dani  Sadr  is  on  the  epposite 
side  and  agoinst  the  line  ot  Imam*' . 

Thus  iL  ib  LiOdi:  that  If  Khomeini  woo  in  favor  of 
using  the  hostages  .  .  .  against  Carter*"  in  July  1900; 

i'j  He  could  not  have  sent  hie  neonew  to  negotiate  uiith 
Carter  Administration. 

ill  he  did  not  ask  for  mil Hery  equipment  and  spare  parte 
from  tarter  Administration  oecause  uf  tne  opposition  of  Bani 
Gndr  and  ethers . 

in  t!;lb  tube,  >ohar.  was  Mia  reaaono  for  turning  to  Israel 
for  arms,  lnsteaa  of  ask ; ny  Lhe  Carter  Administration? 
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Casey  and  Hashemi  Summary 

TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY 


MONDAY 


FRIDAY 


SATURDAY 


SUNDAY 


W.  Casey  LgckSoo 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 
AND  MADRID 


W.  Casey  London 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


W  Casey  P  aris 
W.  CaMyLtodno 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 
(LIKELY) 


W.  CmeyPer* 

W.  Cucy  New  York 
Metro 

W.  Caaey  Waah.  D. 
C.  Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
TO  NEW  YORK 
FROM 
LONDON 


W.  Casey  Detroit 
Metro 


W,  Casey  Lw 
AngpksMe 
CYRUS  HASJ 
IN  CONN. 


W,  Casey  Lot 
Aftj&te*  Metro 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


6 

W.  Casey  New 

York  Metro 

7 

W.  C*»ey  Wash,  D 

C  Metro 

8 

W.  Ckaey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  Detroit 
W/Casey  L» 

Angles  Metro 

9 

W  Cucy  Us 

Angelo  Metro 

10 

W.  Casey  Los 
Angeles  Metro 

13 

14 

W.CtaevWash.  D- 
CM«ro 

GOP  CONVENT¬ 
ION, 

DETROIT. 

MICHIGAN 

13 

W.  Caacv  Octroi* 
Metro 

OOF  CONVENT¬ 
ION. 

|  DETROIT, 
MICHIGAN 

‘  *  >•"  * 

• 

r".  .  -  i 

v'C/.  -  o'  ; 

.  .  - . 

16 

W.  Casey  Detroit 
Metro 

OOF  CONVENT¬ 
ION. 

DETROIT, 

MICHIGAN 

IT 

GOP  CONVENT¬ 
ION* 

DETROIT, 

MICHIGAN 

2D  1 

W.  Casey  New  York 
Metro 

21 

W.CaroyWaafctD. 

C  Metro 

IT 

W.  Caaey  Wash  .  D. 

C  Metro 
WGweyLw 

Angeles  Metro 

23 

W.  Cwry  Wash.  0. 

C.  Metro 

7T 

W.  Casey  WaaiL  D. 

C  Metro 

27  ' 

W.  Caaey  Saa 
Fraocaeo  Metro 
W.GsMyUoa  i 

Aflfeks  Metro 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  CONN. 

28 

W.  Casey  London 
Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK/ 
CONN 

29 

W.  Casey  (jontfem 
Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
Metro 

W.CweyWaah.D. 

C  Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

3D 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

3T~ 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 
C  Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  WILTON 

August  1980 

Casey  and  Hashemi  Summary 

SUNDAY  MONDAY  TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY  FRIDAY _ SATURDAY 


i 

W.OnryUa 

AngefcsMcSro 

2 

W.  Caaey  New  Ytrt 
Metro 

3 

4 

WCa*ry  W«r.  D. 

C  Metro 

5 

W  Caaey  Waofc.D. 

Si  Metro 

W.  Caaey  NnrYort: 
Oty  Metro 

6 

W  .  Caaey  WasfcO 

C  Metro 

7 

W  Owey  W*#Jl  0. 

C  Metro 

W.  Caaey  New  Yoct 
City  Metro 

? 

W.  Carey  New  Yorfc 
Of  y  Metro 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
INNYAX3NN. 

9 

10 

ll 

emm  hashem* 

NEW  YORK  TO 
LONDON 

h~ 

W.  Caaey  Chicago 
Metro 

W.  Carey  Wash  D. 

C  Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

13 

W.  Caaey  With.  D 

C  Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

IT” 

W.  Carey  Wa ah  D, 

C  Metro 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

15 

W  CucyWMh  .D 

C  M<mo 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

16 

.  • 

17 

if 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

19 

W.  Caaey  WaahD. 

C.  Metro 

2D 

W.  Caaey  Cotumhua 
W.  Caaey  Waafc-D. 

C  Metro 

21 

W  Caaey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

22  ' 
W. Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

23 

w 

W.  Caaey  Lea 

Angeles  Metro 

25 

W,  Casey  W«*.  D. 

C  Metro 

W  .  Casey  Los 

Aitgeies  Metro 

25“ 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Caaey  New  York 
City  Metro 

27 

Wr  Casey  W«h.  0, 
CMaro 

W.  Caaey  New  Yott 
CHy  Metro 

28 

W  Carey  Wash.  D. 

W  OaeyCfiitapo 
-  Metro 

*29 

W.  Carey  Wash*  D. 

C  Metro 

25“ 

W,  Caaey  Wash  D 

C.  Metro 

W.  Caaey  New  York 
Metro 

31 

W.  Casey  New  York 
Qly  Metro 

App.  0381 

September  1980 

Casey  and  Hashemi  Summary 


SUNDAY 

MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

WEDNESDAY 

THURSDAY 

FRIDAY 

SATURDAY 

1 

2“ 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

3 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

4 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

5 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

6 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

7 

8 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

9 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

10 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

11 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

12 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

13 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

14 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  Garden 

City 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  Yort 
City  Metro 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

17 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

18 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

T5 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

2D 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
Metro 

21 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
ARRIVES  IN 

NEW  YORK 

FROM  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

22 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

23 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

2? 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

IN  AM 

LEAVES  FOR 
LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

27 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 

BE 

IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Short 

Hills,  NJ. 

28 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE 

IN  LONDON 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

bo  — 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE 

IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

G  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

App.  0382 


October  1980 

Casey  and  Hashemi  Summary 


SUNDAY 

MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

WEDNESDAY 

THURSDAY 

FRIDAY 

SATURDAY 

1 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

2 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

3 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

4 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  WmIlD. 

C  Metro 

3 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

6 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

7 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

8 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

5 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  Los 
Angeles  Metro 

ID 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W  .  Casey  Los 

Angeles  Metro 

11 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  Los 

Angeles  Metro 

12 

13 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

14 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
ARRIVES  IN 
NEW  YORK 

FROM  LONDON 

IN  AM 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

T3 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

IS 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

17 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

18 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

20 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey 

Cincinnati,  Oh 

21 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

22 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

23 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

24 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  New  York 
City  Metro 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

26 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

27 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

28 

FOR  LONDON 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
LEAVES  NEW 
YORK 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C.  Metro 

W.  Casey  Cleveland, 
Oh 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

W.  Casey  Cleveland, 
Oh 

30 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

31 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

W.  Casey  Wash.  D. 

C  Metro 

App.  0383 


November  1980 


Casey  and  Hashemi  Summary 

THURSDAY 


WEDNESDAY 


FRIDAY 


SATURDAY 


TUESDAY 


SUNDAY 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
»N  NE  W  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 


CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 


CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS  HASHEMS 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
LEAVE  NEW 
YORK 

FOR  LONDON  IN 
i  AM 


3 - 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

4 

RH 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

5 - 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
RELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 

ITT 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

11 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

it 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

YT 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN 

CONNECTICUT 

IB 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
(N  NEW  YORK. 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IK  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

15 

cyrus  hashemi 
IN  NE  W  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

2*  “ 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

Casey  and  Hashemi  Summary 

TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  IjiURSDAV 


SATURDAY 


MONDAY 


FRIDAY 


SUNDAY 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI  CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO  IN  LONDON 
BE  IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 


CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


WASHINGTON, 

D,e 


CYRUSHASHEMI  CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK  IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUSHASHEMI 
LEAVES  NEW 
YORK  FOR 
LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
TO 

WASHINGTON, 

D  C  IN 
EVENING 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 
CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDOII 


CYRUSHASHEMI 
BN  LONDON, 
WOTEST 


CYRUSHASHEMI 
LEAVES  FOR 
LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


July  1980 

Casey  Summary 

SUNDAY  MONDAY  TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY  FRIDAY  SATURDAY 


1 

New  York  City/ 
London,  England: 

2 

London,  Rngiand; 

Alien  A  Jobs 
depositions;  Allen 
A  WJC 
documents. 

3 - 

London,  England: 

Allen  A  Jobs 
depositions;  Allen 
A  WJC 
documents. 

3 - 

London,  England/ 
Park,  France: 

5 - 

Park,  France/New 
York  City/Wash., 
D.G: 

Allen  A  Jobs 
depositions;  WJC 
documents; 

Dental  records; 
AMEX  receipt 

Allen  A  Jobs 
depositions;  Alien 
A  WJC 
documents. 

Allen  A  Jobs 
depositions;  Allen 
A  WJC 
documents. 

5 

Long  Island,  New 
York 

Invoice  from  The 
Creek  Country 
Club; 

W3C  secretary’s 
documents. 

7 

Arlington,  Va: 

8 

Washington,  D.C7 
Detroit,  Mi/Los 
Angeles,  Ca: 

Invoice  from 
Metropolitan 

Club;  WJC 
documents. 

11 

Detroit,  Mi: 

12 

WJC  documents. 

WJC  documents. 

WJC  documents. 

AMEX  receipt 

13 

13 

Washington,  D.G/ 
Detroit,  Mi: 

AMEX  receipt; 
Associated  Press 
report. 

REPUBLICAN 

CONVENTION 

15 

Detroit  Mi: 

15 

Detroit  Mi: 

17 

Detroit  Mi: 

18 

19 

WJC  documents; 
Associated  Press 
report 

REPUBLICAN 

CONVENTION 

Newsweek  Article 
REPUBLICAN 
CONVENTION 

REPUBLICAN 

CONVENTION 

21 

Arlington,  Va: 

22 

Arlington,  Va/ 
Washington,  D.G 
/Los  Angeles,  Ca: 

23 

Arlington,  Va/Wash. 

,  D.G: 

23 

Washington,  D.G: 

25 

Los  Angeles,  Ca/ 
Bohemian  Grove, 
Ca: 

25 

Bohemian  Grove, 

Ca: 

AMEX  receipt 

News  reports  of 
accepting  $29.4 
million  check 
from  U.S.  Treasury, 
WJC  documents. 

Invoice  from  The 
Creek  Country 
Chib. 

AMEX  receipt. 

Trent  deposition; 
Smith  interview. 

AMEX  receipt; 

WJC  documents. 

Trent  deposition; 

Smith  interview, 
Bohemian  Grove 
invoice. 

27 

Bohemian  Grove, 
Ca/San  Francisco, 
Ca: 

28 

London,  England: 

29 

Loodon,  England/ 
New  York  City/ 
Wash.,  D.G: 

31 

Arlington,  Va: 

App.  0386 

Murray,  Jones, 
Chadwick,  Funk 
&  Dalieck 
Interviews 

WJC  documents; 

New  York  Times 
article. 

WJC  documents. 

Trent  deposition. 

Murray  A  Chadwick 
Interviews 

/ 


August  1980 

Casey  Summary 

SUNDAY  MONDAY  TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY  FRIDAY  SATURDAY 


1 

Los  Angeles,  Ca: 

Allen  deposition; 
WJC  documents. 

2 

Long  bland.  New 
York 

Allen  deposition  A 
documents. 

3 

9 

■ 

9 

[•9H99I 

9 

11 

St  Charles,  Ik 

12 

St  Charles  11/Wash.: 

13 

Arlington,  Va: 

14 

Arlington,  Va/ 
Washington,  D.C 

AMEX  recpt;  WJC 
docs;  Tom  Casey 
depo. 

DEMOCRATIC  - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW  YORK 
CITY 

16 

Fahrenkopt/Biebel 

interview. 

FahrenkopC/Biebd 
interviews;  WJC 
documents. 

DEMOCRATIC  - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW  YORK 
CITY 

T.  Casey  depo; 
FahrenfcopC/ 

Biebel  Intervws 
DEMOCRATIC - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW  YORK 
CITY 

WJC  documents. 
DEMOCRATIC  - 
CONVENTION, 
NEW  YORK 
CITY 

AMEX  receipt; 

WJC  A  J.  Baker 
documents. 

17 

21 

Arlington,  Va: 

gH9 

23 

WJC  documents. 

AMEX  receipt; 

WJC  A  J.  Baker 
documents. 

WJC  A  J.  Baker 
documents. 

23 

Los  Angeles,  Ca: 

AMEX  receipt 

25 

Los  Angeles,  Ca/ 
Arlington,  Va/ 
WaslL,  D.C; 

26 

Arlington,  Va/ 
Washington,  D.C 
/New  York  City: 

27 

New  York  City/ 
Waslt,  D.C: 

28 

Arlington,  Va/ 
Washington,  D.C 
/Chicago,  11: 

29 

Arlington,  Va/ 
Washington,  D.C 
/Middleburg,  Va: 

EAL  Shuttle 
receipt;  WJC  A  J. 
Baker  documents. 

Invoice  from  The 
Creek  Country 
dub; 

WJC  documents. 

New  York  Times 
article;  WJC  A  J. 
Baker  documents. 

Allen  deposition  A 
documents;  WJC 
documents; 

Kramer  Books 
invoice;  EAL 
Shuttle  receipt 

AMEX  receipt; 

WJC  A  J.  Baker 
documents. 

Associated  Press 
report;  WJC 
documents. 

Tom  Casey 
deposition. 

31 

Long  bland.  New 
York 

Allen  deposition  A 
documentation. 

App.  0387 

September  1980 

Casey  Summary 

SUNDAY  MONDAY  TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY  FRIDAY  SATURDAY 


r 

2 - ^ 

ArKngioa,  V«: 

j~  ~ 

MftOkVi: 

? ' 

Arison,  Va; 

5 

ArtingiOfi*  Va/ 
Mkfcrfteburgj  Vat 

6 

Arlington,  Va/ 
Washington.  DC 

TU*$mfiUak  ‘  .  IV  i 

cftMunwenti;  .. V;*.- 
.-Ukii  & 

dctturoenlJK;  WJ€ 

A  J.  Baker  dots. 

Ato  depoaHKKi  Jk 

dimtHVHits;  Wir 

WJCdm^uoeart*; 
Wackington  Pots 
Article*; 

J.  Baiter  documents. 

WJC  A  X  Baker 
docugneaft. 

Avyoffafui*- 

AMEX  .-eodpt;  J. 

S  Raker  document*. 

WJCdccmaeait^ 

Arlington.  Va/ 
Washington,  aC 
/Rk*i»on<t  Vu; . 

11 

ArSonon,  WGrau 
FjtttVii; 

T2~  | 

.AsiingKtt,  Va/ 

Otv,  V*/ 
Waah^D,C' 

IMMM 

AMEX  receipt; 
R«atg3MX»B«sfe 
Campaign 
doatmaatBi 

WJCA /.Baker 
documents. 

iowice  from 
Metropolian 

CM*  WJC 
docmnesiU; 
Ro*&MS/£*tafe 
Campaign 
documents;  J. 
Baker  documents 

AMEX  reoesipt; 

WJC  documents; 
Reag#a4&o*te 
Campaign 
doesmenut. 

WJCAJ  ;Wm* 

document*. 

ReagasyBusb 
Ounp»*«i 
dwirbimta;  WJC 

doctttmmbL 

J.  BstVrr  doc^riw^  ts. 

V < i  • ' N? i%)  V V  VV\  *VvV  V; 

Campaign 
docWnenU;  WJC 
doaumsnifc 

X  Baker  doa&nents. 

14 

Arlington  Va/ 

Garden  CUy,  NJ. 

13 

Arlington,  Va/ 
Washington,  D.C 
/New  Ycsrfc  D>r 

17 

Arlington,  Va/Fstfs 
GfcttieJt,  V%f 

^o.c 

IS" 

Arlington,  V«/ 
Middleburg,  Vn; 

19 

Ariingkm,  Vajf 
Middtefewr&V* 

MB 

Aaocutied  Pres* 
repeat;  W3C 

AMEX  receipt; 
Respn/Bwi] 
Campaign 
doctltuotts. 

WJC  &  X  Baker 
^  document*. 

New  York  Times 
report; 

EsaUi  Campaign 
feumeatA  WJC  A 
i.  Bator 
dtxaimenuk 

Reagan/Bcati 
CatnramgH 
dooaroaitr.  WJC 
document*. 

AMEXreoejfKt 

WJC  docuumn*; 
Reagan/Buah 
Campaign 
rfocufnem*. 

vkif^itn^ix 

AMEX  .  , 

-  ,•  ' 

tnmJhc 

Creek 

C5iitr,  WJC  A 
X8atedc«4m*entt. 

21 

Baltimore,  Md: 

22  1 

Arlington,  Va: 

g&BB 

23 

Minnow  New  York/ 
Arlington.  V*; 

23 

Arlington,  Va; 

26 

Adingtcm,  Va/WatE 
f  D.C: 

27 

Sbon  Hlltex  NX' 

Quntiaa  Sognfcg 
Monitor  Rcjon 
(Anderson 
debate). 

CfcmUan  Science 
NkM&ar  report; 
WJC  docawwems*; 
Reaga&’Buah 

f^matwa 

docmoamJ. 
Baker  <k>cknnaibt 

AMEX  receipt; 
Refcpn/Busft 
Campaign 
documents; 

WJC  AX  flake* 
documents, 

Reagsn/Btsth 
Campaign 
documents;  WJC 

A  J.  Baker 
documents. 

WJC  documents. 

bfis  t 

ijoag  Wand 

Lighting 

Company  dec* 
WJCSfej,  Baker 
doc*.;  Resgan/Busii 
Campaign 
documents. 

ReagMt/BtuJ) 
Campaign 
doc umetm'WJC 
dpotsuneitifi; 

Kramer  Bnoks 
invoice. 

28 

25  ' 

Aittagtoo,  Va/Wath. 

,  D.C: 

App.  0388 

Reagan.®  wfe 
Campaign 
docvMKtotK  WJC 
:  *XBata* 
documents;  Ia*»ke 
frees  tfw? 
Mcftropotium 

Club. 

Rcagan/Bttth 
Campaign 
\Jocttiueafci;  WJC, 
Xf  Sate  A 

Rogers  A  Wefts 
doc*.;  Aasocastad 
Press  report. 

October  1980 


Casey  Summary 

rtiESOAY  :  W&MFSOAV  THURSDAY 


FRIDAY 


SATURDAY 


MOWOAV 


SUNDAY 


W<r*YortQiy 


v* 


Ariiairio*.  V* 


9Le*ipa/Hv&: 
€*ap*(fr,  WJC 
*J.0a*cr 


Ariixtgica  Vc 


FBI  vterufKenj*; 

CamfKigfv 

;k*ciimeni* 
WJC  4ixumoiu. 


AMEX  Troop?; 
R«vgaivB't*I> 
Campaign 
documents; 
WiCifoasKitnt* 


ttZitxn/bosh 
0«nipUf9 
3octrmcat*:  W1C 
document* 


AMEXtnoom; 

Rcasan/SiisK 

Cauipnigit 

document*. 

WJC'duMiaifjnu 


AMEX  twpt, 

KcajtA/t/Ktuh 

ctocumeiior 
,WJ€  dnauMNL 


AMEX  receipt; 
ftezr&rtVBufth 
Camfiai/n 
aoc-tmeMs 

WJC  diyanncwu. 


AMEX  receipt; 
Rsagui/Bittb 
Campaign 

aocuatcou 


Hew  Y<irk  Qty/ 

\fUt\%mn  Vm 


Arlington,  Va>Ncw 

Yfirt  City 


AMEX  receipts: 

Campaign 

•ioftimejiit: 

W3C  di)owncuit 
Aasocaitt)  Pi>aar 


ReagpovBush 
OtmpwgjJ 
Jocus*et*tfc  W7C 
A i  Baker 
itocrun&ne. 


AMEX  ftsatpi; 

Nnft,  W«rfrVn 


fVcngatVBusli 
Campaign 
dcxutmtt*  W!C 
decuimsiix 
AlSraiU?  Dinner 
document*. 


Aasacuikcd  7Yr*> 
report; 

Catnpaigit 
documents;  WJC 
document! 


Ht&VKkTkmff 
repan.  ilcagun/ 
Hush 

CnUpsMgK 

cUxmncntr,  WJC 
dwummts. 


Arlington,  Vay 
W*iUi»pa\.D.C 


Arftogtou,  Va/ 
AMwnuria,  V* 


A/Cogtoi*  VV 
Watblttgiot,D.C 
idmahtML  On: 


Arlington,  Va, 


Qmtp&fgo 

tftofMmepte?  WJC 
*.  {-'fitter 
dooird£*& 


AMEX  wap 

wje&i.h 

etoaunenta. 


ReftprvKtfoft 

6ievr*«ttx 
J.  Safer 


AMEX  rcc«{A: 
Frontline  report; 
W1C  documents 


Artmgtoo.  Va: 


.A iiM%UK\.  Va: 


rv-naort,  c<av 
Arlington,  Vt: 


Arlington.  V*: 


AMEX  ftoeipt; 
t<oi  garJBwc* 
iamfungir 
rtfdaftqcma; 
WJC  doraunentx 


AMEX  receipt; 
Rcaga  nJftttth 
Campaign 
document*: 
WJC  docuraeitG- 


R<s*g?n/B*Cb 
Cit&aAip* 
dor.n.w ants;*  WJC 
Alft^ 
ckjcororr.u 


fie&ga&'tttftiii 
Campougn 
document  J- 
BAket  documents 


W  JC  doruments; 
United  i*res» 

lRtctna(tO)ULl 

report* 

Wiliam  VanQcatc 
document*. 


Rc&£jin'fre»r> 
Campaign 
toremspuz;  UP1 
wpun; 

?r«*fc*aai  debate 


Unclassified 


ashemi  Summary 

ONESDaY  ttiursday 


TUESDAY 


FRIDAY 


MONDAY 


SUNDAY 


SATURDAY 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETINGS  ON 
THIS  DATE 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 
(liKELY) 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
LONDON  TO 
MADRID  AND 
SACK 

(MEETING  WITH 
PASSIMDIDEH) 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
RETURNED 
TO  NEW  YORK  ’ 
FROM 
LONDON 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETINGS  ON 
THISDATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETINGS  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETINGS  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETINGS  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETtNGSON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETINGS  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETINGS  ON 

this  date 


no  alleged 

M  EETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  PATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO , ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  CONN. 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  CONN: 


CYRUS  HASHEM 
IN  NEW  YORK/ 
CONN. 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  WILTON 


September  1980 

Unclassified  Hashemi  Summary 


SUNDAY  MONDAY  TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY  FRIDAY  SATURDAY 


^  -V!-'  ■  vv  l '  ‘ 

r 

,  . -  -  -  -  - 

T 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

T - 

CYRUSHASHEMI 

in  new  York 

T - 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

5 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

5” 

7 

8^ 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

9 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

10 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

n 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

12  1 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 

B 

14 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

16 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

T7 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

18 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

•• 

. 

19 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

20 

i\  V. 

.  <\ . ,-v„ . 

2T  1 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
ARRIVES  IN 
NEW  YORK 

FROM 

LONDON 

22 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

w 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

23 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

25 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

25 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

IN  AM 

LEAVES  FOR 
LONDON 

27 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE 

IN  LONDON 

28 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 

BE 

IN  LONDON 

29  ~ 

CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

20  ~ 
CYRUSHASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE 

IN  LONDON 

'V '  ‘  :r  v-  App. 

0391 

A1 A 


November  1980 

Unclassified  Hashemi  Summary 

SUNDAY  MONDAY  TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY  FRIDAY  SATURDAY 


1 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 

2 

3 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

4 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

5 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 

6 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 

7 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

8 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN 

CONNECTICUT 

9 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

ID 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

11 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

12 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

13 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNRCTIC- 

UT 

i? 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

16 

17 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

18 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

2D 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

21 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

22 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
OR 

CONNECTICUT 

23 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
LEAVE  NEW 
YORK 

FOR  LONDON  IN 
AM 

2? 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

27 

28 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

29 

30 

App.  0393 


December  1980 

Unclassified  Hashemi  Summary 


SUNDAY 

MONDAY 

TUESDAY 

WEDNESDAY 

THURSDAY 

FRIDAY 

SATURDAY 

1 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

2 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

3 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
BELIEVED  TO 
BE  IN  LONDON 

4 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

3 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

6 

7 

8 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

5 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN 

WASHINGTON, 

DC 

10 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

11 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

12 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

13 

14 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

16 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

17 

WASHINGTON, 

D.GIN 

EVENING 
CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 
TO 

IS 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
LEAVES  NEW 
YORK FOR 
LONDON 

15 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

20 

21 

22 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

23 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

24 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON, 

0837  EST 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

27 

28 

25 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

3D 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
LEAVES  FOR 
LONDON 

31 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 

App. 

0394 

DOCUMENT  LOCATED  IN  CLASSIFIED  APPENDIX 


App.  0395 


App.  0399 


DOCUMENT  LOCATED  IN  CLASSIFIED  APPENDIX 


App.  0400 


i  dried  Hashexni  Summary 

TUESDAY  WEDNESDAY  THURSDAY 


StfWAY 


MONDAY 


FRIDAY 


SATURDAY 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 

this  date 


CYRUS  HASI&MI 
LN  LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
JN  CONN  . 


CYRUS  HASHEMi 
FROM  NEW 
YORK TO 
LONDON 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  LONDON 


IN  LONDON 


NO  At  JUDGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  date: 


CYRUS  HASHEMI 
WHEREABOiL 
T$  NOT 
KNOWN 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  QN 
THIS  .DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 


NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THIS  DATE 


1 

NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 

2  ~ 

NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  OK 
THIS  DATE 

B  ! 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK/ 
CONN. 

9 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
WHEREXBOU 

TS  UNKNOWN 

T3  H 

!  CYRUSHASHEMI 
IN  NEW  YORK 

16 

CYRUS  HASHEMI 
WHEREABOU¬ 
TS  NOTJCNOWN 

22 

NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 

73 

NO  ALLEGED 
MEETING  ON 
THISDATE 

44? 


Curtis.  Mallet- Prevost.  Colt  &  mosle 

ATTO»N«YS  ANO  COUNUUORS  AT  LAW 

Ol  PAWK  avknuc 

New  towk.  N  Y  10170-0061 

’EUPHONf:  212-696-6000 

t»  c  £ •5®?-  =  *9- 


--  '  -  .  =l  ■*  .  : 


Novemner  2. 


*  .3  7  - aooMONroN  avenue 
-CNOON  £C2N  2DL 
£■— ONE  447:.  030-7997 
..la  <94  004 
:::•  f  •  «47..«38-9S'2 

z  A.CNuE  V  C”C«  huGO 
"■••6  a*a  s 

Z’-O* c  23  49  00  99-69 
•  .:<  -407;*  w  iN  *a 

c*  33  -49  cc  94-06 

-c  -rs».vOM.;irt  s  5-0  2A.se 

-  Z  ZZ  r  =  *Ni4rvjo-  a vi  main  . 

-:-T'.C  -969-  7  •:  C3 
--ie®-  *  «9 

-  " '  7  2  -CC-  :  .o-eca 

::  2-696-6046 


PERSONAL  AND  CONFIDENT!  A  l 

E.  Lawrence  Barceiia.  EiU. 

Chief  Counsel 

Octooer  Surprise  Task  Force 
L  .S.  House  or  Representatives 
Ford  House  Office  Buildine 
Washington.  D.C.  10515 

Dear  Mr.  Barceiia: 


At  your  request.  Stan  Pottinger  reviewed  his  records  to  look  for 
evidence  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  s  location  during  the  period  July  20.  1980  through 
early  September  1980.  His  notes  and  diaries  reflect  the  foliowing: 

July  24.  1980:  Meeting  with  Hashemi  in  New 

York. 


August  7.  1980:  Meeting  with  Hashemi  at  his 

house  in  Connecticut. 

August  1 1.  1980:  Meeting  with  Hashemi  in  New 

York. 

September  1,  1980:  Telephone  call  with  Hashemi. 

who  apparently  was  in  New  York, 
referring  to  having  spoken  with 
his  "cousin”  while  he  (Hashemi) 
was  in  London  the  previous  week. 

If  we  discover  any  further  information,  we  will  keep  you  advised. 


Sincereiv  vours. 


/  . 


T.  Barry  Kingham 


App.  0401 


Stanley  Potttoger 
181  Twin  Lakes  Road 
South  Salem,  NY  10590 


Copy 


December  29,  1992 


E,  Lawrence  Barcella,  Esq. 

Chief  Counsel 

October  Surprise  Task  Force 
Third  &  D  Streets,  SW 
Ford  House  Office  Bldg. 

Room  175  D 
Washington,  DC  20515 

Dear  Larry: 

In  response  to  your  request  that  1  review  files  and  documents  concerning 
Hashemi’s  whereabouts  during  July  and  August,  1980,  enclosed  is  a  summary  of 
my  review  of  the  information  I  have,  along  with  some  xerox  copies  of  relevant 
bills,  memos,  and  the  like.  In  other  wends,  the  things  you,  David,  and  1 
discussed  this  morning  and  afternoon. 

David  requested  an  affidavit  covering  the  material,  and  that  is  enclosed 

too. 

I  still  have  been  unable  to  reach  Barry  Kmgham  to  discuss  this  matter 
with  him  (he  is  out  of  town),  Mt  in  light  of  the  urgency  of  getting  this  to  you 
in  light  of  your  time  constraints,  I  am  sending  this  along  anyway. 

Sincerely  yours, 


cc:  David  Laufman 
T.  Barry  Kingham 


App.  0402 


CoPY 


AFFIDAVIT 


I,  J.  Stanley  Pottinger,  having  been  duly  sworn,  depose  and  say  as 
follows: 

1.  In  response  to  a  request  by  Mr.  Larry  Barcella  for  a  review  of  files, 
records,  memoranda,  and  documents  which  may  reflect  the  location  and 
activities  of  Mr.  Cyrus  Hashemi  during  the  months  of  July  and  August,  1980,  I 
have  undertaken  such  a  review. 

2.  A  summary  of  that  review  was  prepared  by  me  and  is  attached  hereto 
and  made  a  part  hereof.  It  is,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information  and 
belief,  true  and  correct. 

3.  The  diaries,  telephone  bills,  time  sheets,  nuies,  itineraries,  travel 
vouchers,  files  and  other  memorandums,  letters,  telexes  and  documents 
reviewed  have  at  all  relevant  times  been  in  the  custody  or  control  of  myself,  my 
counsel,  the  employees  of  my  former  law  firm,  Troy,  Malm  &  Pottinger, 
Washington,  D.C.,  or  the  employees  of  the  successor  to  that  firm,  Troy  & 
Gould  of  Los  Angeles,  California.  To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  information 
and  belief,  the  records  have  not  been  altered,  defaced  or  changed  in  any 
material  respect. 

4.  Except  as  set  forth  in  the  referenced  documents  and  attached 
summary,  I  have  not  found  other  indications  of  the  whereabouts,  travel  or 
location  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  during  the  requested  period. 

I  certify  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true  and  correct. 

Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  on  this  29th  day  of  December,  1992 


App.  0403 


445 


CH  location/  1 


Notes  complied  by  JSP  on  December  24-29,  1992  res  location 

and  activities  of  Cyrus  Hashemi  ("CH")  for  the  periods 
July,  August  and  September  1-15,  1980. 

Sources: 

01  JSP's  desX  diary 
TS  Office  time  sheets 
TEL  Telephone  records 

Nts  Notes  from  state  Department  communications 
IT  Travel  Itineraries  and/or  travel  vouchers 

Miscellaneous  notes,  correspondence,  memos 


446 


Add.  04414 


CH  location/  2 


[Prior  to  July  1,  1980:  Trip  to  London  with  CH] 

Wednesday.  Juno  25.  1980 
IT  JSP  Shuttle  to  NY  9 1 00  a.m. 

BA  170  Ivs  12:15  p.m. 

Arr.  London:  9:00  p.m.  Dorchester  Hotel 


Thursday.  June  26.  1980 

IT  Conf.  CH  ISO  (half  hour) 

Tel  con  Saunders,  conf.  CH  re  Madrid  (one  hour) 


Friday.  June  27.  1980 
IT  A  &  c  w/  CH  re:  ISO  Two  hours 
Nte  2:00:  Tel  eon  Saunders  re:  Madrid,  litigation 
3:00:  CH  re  ISO,  Madrid 

8:00  Dinner,  CH  &  Co. 


App.  0405 


CH  location/  3 


Tuesday.  July  1.  1980 

3 tOO  Shareholders  meeting,  York  CHouee  (CH  likely  in 
attendance) 

Wednesday.  July  2.  1980 

Nta  8:00  Telcon,  CH  re:  Madrid 

9:00  Lv.  London  for  Heathrow,  w/  CH 
10:05  TO  Madrid,  BA  452  v/  CH 
Plaza  Hotel,  Rn  702 

Teloon,  J.  Cook.  Note  that  says,  "Jack  to  call 
Hanover  car  re  ret.  flight  BAA  455  tonight.  Please  advise 
Jalila  for  CH  of  arrival  tine." 

7:15  Return  to  London  from  Madrid  v/  CH 

Telcons,  Saunders,  RP/Dr.  M 

2:30  a.m.  last  teloon  re:  Madrid  [See  next  entry, 
Thursday,  July  3,  1980J 

Thursday i  July  ?.  1980 

Nts  mu  a.m.  last  telcon  re:  Madrid 

8:00  Telcon,  CH  re:  RP/Dr.  M  situation.  "Madrid  34- 

1-" 

9:00  Telcon,  "RP/Dr.  M,  Madrid  Plaza,  247-1200  (702)" 
8:00  Dinner,  John  Gilbert,  mp 

Friday.  July  4.  1980 

Return  to  NYC.  To  Feigen-Fasteaus  w/  GMS 
Saturday.  July  5.  1980 

Teloon  from  CH  re:  RP  reeding  about  meeting, 

"spooked,"  leaves  Madrid. 
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Sunday.  July  6.  1980 

Monday.  July  7,  1980 

J8P  r  a  turn  a  from  NYC  to  Washington*  Shuttle* 

Tuesday.  July  a.  1980 


Wednesday .  July  9.  1980 


Thursday.  July  10.  1980 

IT  TO  NYC  Shuttle  TWE  business. 

DI  Diary  says,  "12:30  Dr.  Hashemi 's  office." 

IT  Notes  on  Voucher  say,  "Lunch,  Mr.  Sawhney"  [No 
indication  which  day — probably  Thursday,  7/10,  or  possibly 
Friday,  7/11.  No  indication  of  meeting  with  CH] 

Nts  On  a  napkin,  in  .TSP's  handwriting,  is  a  note  that 
reads,  "July  10  NYC  v/  Dr.  M".  I  do  not  recall  the  events 
this  refers  to.  It  suggests  that  Dr.  Moini  may  have 
returned  from  Madrid  to  New  York  on  this  day ,  or  was 
seeking  to  do  so  (see  below),  or  perhaps  that  I  may  have 
met  with  Dr.  Moini  in  New  York.  If  so,  I  am  reasonably 
certain  tnat  1  would  have  met  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  as  well, 
because  I  do  not  recall  ever  having  met  Moini  except  in 
Hashemi 's  presence. 


Friday.  July  11.  1980 

In  NYC.  TWE  business.  [No  indication  of  CH] 

Saturday.  July  12.  1980 
DI  JSP  "In  office"  in  DC. 
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S3ID0UU  JUiY  13.  1980 

01  "Stewart  Mott,  1-6  p.m.  Anderson  Campaign 
Htg  122  Maryland  Ave.  NE"  Belov  that,  "In  office." 


Monday.  July  14.  1980 

01  "Si 00  p.m.  Jamsheed  Hashemi" 

Nts  S  called  re:  news  from  RP.  JSP:  "None." 

"Jamshed  and  Mr.  Fatemi  came  by  unannounced — 5:00. 

Just  to  ask  for  moral  support  of  moderates.  (Fat ami  met  me 
Ohio  re:  ERA  and  speech  of  some  kind  a  few  years  ago.)" 


TmttaYi  July  is.  iaaa 

Nts  Letter  to  s  re:  Martin  Danziger,  Ihs,  allowing  Dr. 
Moini  into  us. 

undated,  JSP  handwritten  notes  on  date  of  birth,  etc. 
for  Dr.  Moini 

(JSP  to  NYC,  evening,  on  way  to  Rutland,  Vt.j 


Wednesday.  July  16.  1980 

Nts  JSP  dictated  note  to  s  re:  don't  put  self  out  for 
Moini.  (Apparently  dictated  from  Rutland,  Vt. ] 

(JSP  to  Rutland,  Vt.  re:  hearing.  Lv.  8:45  a.m.] 

TEL  2:16  p.m.  Fm  Rutland  to  9  West,  NYC  751-3161  7  min. 

TEL  3 1  SO  p.a.  Fm  1932  to  9  West,  751-3161  1  min. 

[Best  guess:  JSP  asked  office  to  relay  message  to  CM  while 
JSP  is  in  Rutland,  or  asked  office  to  conference  him  in  on 
line. ] 

TEL  4:36  p.m.  Fm  1932  to  9  West,  751-3161  6  min. 

(Best  guess:  Same  as  above.] 
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ihuraaav.  July  17.  1980 

IT  Rutland  to  JFX  to  LAX  par  itinerary.  [Bast  guase: 

relayed  messages  to  CH  through  DC  office.  Note:  four  calls 
within  one  ninute  from  DC  office:  trying,  failing  to 
oonferenc.  in?  Finally  gets  through  for  5  minutes?] 


TEL 

12:32 

Palft. 

Fs 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 

1 

min. 

TEL 

12:33 

p.m. 

Fa 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 

1 

min. 

TEL 

12:33 

p.m. 

Fa 

1932 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 

1 

min. 

TEL 

12:33 

p.m. 

Fa 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161 

fl 

min . 

Friday.  July  IS.  1980 

[ JSP  lva  JFK  9:00  a. a. ,  arr.  LAX  11:28  a.m.] 

Saturday.  July  is.  19BQ 

[JSP  in  LA] 

Sunday.  July  20.  1980 
[JSP  in  LA] 

T3l>  10:20  a. a.  CC  to  Wilton,  ct.  762-2622  11  Din. 

["CC"  -  Credit  Card) 

Monday.  July  21.  1980 

DX  [JSP  "returned  today"  to  office] 
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Tuesday.  July  22.  1980 


TEL 

1:55  p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161  1 

Tni  n . 

TEL 

2:58  p.m. 

Fm 

1919 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161  5 

min. 

TEL 

3:06  p.m. 

Fm 

1919 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161  1 

min. 

TEL 

5:11  p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

731-3161  2 

min. 

TEL 

5:23  p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

751-3161  1 

min. 

TEL 

10:59  p.m. 

Fm 

home 

(Bethesda) 

to  Wilton,  Ct  1 

min. 

Wednesday,  July 

23. 

,  1980 

TEL 

10:33  a.m. 

CC 

fm  home 

to 

9  West,  751-3161  2  min. 

TEL 

10:50  a.m. 

CC 

fm  home 

to 

9  West,  751-3161  4  min. 

Thursday .  July  24.  1980 

[JSP  to  Burlinqton,  Vt.  Hearing] 

Note:  Barry  Kinghan's  letter  to  Larry  Barcella  of 
November  2,  1992,  states  that  my  notoo  and  diaries  reflect 

a  meeting  with  Kashemi  in  New  York  on  July  24,  1980.  Upon 
further  examination  of  the  diary  and  notes,  it  appears  that 
this  meeting  occurred  on  Friday,  November  25,  lytJU.  My 
contemporaneous  notes  say  "Friday,  July  24.  New  York  with 
ch."  Day  or  date  was  in  error  because  July  24  was 
Thursday,  not  Friday.  My  diary  states  that  1  was  at  a 
hearing  in  Vermont  on  Thursday,  July  24,  ai:d  in  New  York  on 
Friday,  July  25. 


Friday.  July  2B. _ 1980 

[JSP  to  NYC] 

Saturday.  July  26.  1980 

[JSP  in  Washington] 

[Katie  home  from  camp] 

TEL  7:18  p.m.  Fm  home  to  Wilton,  Ct.  762-2622  6  min. 
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Sunday.  July  27.  1980 

TEL  8:05  p.m.  Fn  1900  to  Wilton,  Ct.  162-7.67.2  l  min. 


Mondmv.  July  28.  1980 


Ntm  Questions  from  CH  to  S  re  issues  to  be  resolved  in 
hostage  negotiations . 


TEL  9:58  a.m. 

TEL  2:42  p.m. 

TEL  3:26  p.m. 

TEL  5:34  p.m. 

TEL  6:07  p.m. 

IT  Shuttle  to 
[postpnd?] 


Pm  1900  to  9  West,  NYC  751-3161  3  min. 

Fm  1932  to  9  West,  NYC  212-751-3161  3  min. 

Frn  1919  to  9  West,  NYC  212-751-3161  2  min. 

Fm  1900  to  9  West,  NYC  212-751-3101  1  min. 

Fm  1919  to  9  West,  NYC  212-751-3161  1  min. 

NYC,  late  meeting  TWE  at  3:00  p.m. 


.  cc  Fm  NYC  to  Wilton,  Ct.  762-2622  6  min. 


TEL  10:32  p.m 


CH  location/  9 


Tuesday .  July  29.  1980 

fJSP  in  NYC,  then  return  to  Washington] 

[Preparing  for  exec,  director  interviews  in  London, 
calling  CH  in  office  in  NYC] 

TEL  12:43  p.m.  Fn  1900  to  9  West,  NYC  751-3161  2  min. 


TEL 

1:35 

P  e  El  • 

Pm 

1919 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

5 

min. 

TEL 

2:09 

p.m. 

Pm 

1932 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

1 

min. 

TEL 

2:12 

p.m. 

Pm 

1932 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

10 

min. 

TEL 

3:02 

p.m. 

Ftt 

1932 

to 

9 

west, 

NYC 

751-3161 

3 

min. 

TEL 

4:15 

p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

4 

min. 

TEL 

5:51 

p.a. 

Pm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

8 

min. 

TEL 

5:53 

p.m. 

Fm 

1900 

to 

9 

West, 

NYC 

751-3161 

1 

min. 
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Wednesday.  July  30.  19«0 

TEL  10:58  a.m.  Fa  horn  to  9  Host,  nyc  751-aisi  7  win. 

JSP  travel  from  I  AD,  13:30  p.n.  Concord* ,  to  Heathrow, 
arr.  10:00  p.m.  Dorchoafcor  Kotol. 


Thngaday .  July  31.  l»ao 

jsp  London. 

IT  "Call  CH  at  hone.  conf.  with  Hart  to  4:00" 

IT  6:00  p.a.  teloon  w/  S. 

THL  Fa  UK  499-6655  to  Wilton,  Ct  2632  26  win. 

[Note:  I  cannot  find  the  original  telephone  bill  line 

item  on  this.  I  was  entering  these  calls  onto  the  computer 
late  at  night,  so  perhaps  this  is  a  aisread  entry  ot 
something  else?  On  the  other  hand,  it's  specific,  and  it 
seems  to  match  the  itinerary  notation  that  I  talked  with  CH 
at  horn.  Will  look  again.] 


fridflY.  August  1,  i960 

JSP  London 


TS 

Telcon  with  CH  re:  NIOC/ISO:  exec.  dir. 

recruitment. 

TEL 

FB  UK  629-8886  to  9  West  3161 

3  min. 

IT 

Telcon  w/  S  re:  report  figures  to  T. 
Telcon  with  CH  re:  NI0C/IS0 

IT 

6:00  p.m.  flight,  Heathrow  to  Geneva* 

8:16  p.a.  Din.  with  ELR 

SaLardev.  Anouat  a.  ieau 
(Geneva,  BLR] 

TEL  7  p.a.  Fa  Switzerland  to  Wilton,  Ct  15  min. 
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Sunday.  August  j.  1980 

IT  [Geneva,  SLR.  The  great  Alps  hike! 
Return  to  London  in  p.m. 


Monday.  August  4.  1980 

IT  London.  Interviews,  etc. 

ts  All  day  Interviews 

Conf.  with  Hart  re  NIOC  negotiations 

TEL  Fm  UK  629-8882  to  9  West  3161  5  min. 

Tuesday.  August  5.  1980 

IT  "Call  [names]  re:  Ol  interviews  on  Wednesday  p.m.” 

[CH  to  come  to  London  following  day?] 

TS  "status  ox  uh  [expected]  arrival  in  London."  [From 
several  indications,  CH  was  to  arrive  at  about  this  time 
but  did  not.  I  recall  that  at  sometime  Homa  Hashemi  was  in 
an  auto  accident,  perhaps  CH  too.  See  August  15  letter, 

JSP  to  Mr.  Stanley,  referring  to  "accident"  which  delayed 
CH  trip  to  Tendon.] 

TEL  Fm  UK  629-8882  to  Wilton,  Ct.  2622  27  min. 

Wednesday.  August  6.  1980 

IT  "1:00  p.m.  Call  CH" 

"7:30  p.m.  calls  —  CH,  TMP  [my  law  firm]" 

TS  Tel.  eonf.  with.  CH  to  report  on  NIOC,  Hart. 

Dinner,  WSH  [Upon  return  to  hotel,  calls  from  CH. 

See  first  item,  1:19  a.m.  call,  Thursday,  August  7,  1980] 


TEL 

Fm 

UK 

499-6621 

to 

Wilton,  ct. 

2622 

12 

min. 

TEL 

Fm 

UK 

499-6621 

to 

Wilton,  ct. 

2622 

40 

min. 
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AAUU 

IT 

1:15  a.m. 

Call  fm  CH  re:  Hash  Post 

article  on  fght 

1:45  a.m. 

JSP  call  to  Nunes,  Schwartz,  Wash  Post 

3:00  a.m. 

Call  to  CH  (Half  hour) 

10:00  a.m. 

JSP  To  Heathrow 

10:45  a.m. 

Call  to  Nunes  (8:00  a.m. 

Washington  time.) 

11:15  a.m. 

Concorde  to  JFK 

Conference 

,  CH,  Cook  at  CH  home,  all 

day  re:  Wash  Post 

DI 

"In  NY/Ct 

nr.  Hashemi's  home.1* 

Telex,  JSF  to  Graham  Stewart,  Commodity  Appts:  "Dr. 
Cyrus  Hashoni  will  be  in  London  next  week  Tor  interview." 

TS  Telcon  with  Hart  re:  "Expected  visit  from  CH  to 
London . " 


Friday.  August  B.  1980 

JSP  Shuttle  from  L6A  to  DC. 

TEL  8:15  a.m.  CC  fm  LGA  to  Hilton,  Ct.  762-2622  5  min. 

TEL  10:52  a.m.  Fm  1919  to  9  West,  751-3161  3  min. 

tkl  11:10  a.m.  Fm  1932  to  9  West,  751-3161  3  ain. 

TBL  3:57  p.B.  Fm  1919  to  9  Host,  751-3161  5  min. 

DI  Lv.  for  Fire  Island,  GNS,  Pogrebins,  via  NYC,  6  p.m. 

shuttle 


Saturday.  August.  9,  1960 

DI  Fire  Island 
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Sunday .  August:  10.  1980 

TEL  10:21  a.m.  Fa  Bayshore  NY  to  Wilton,  Ct.  2  min. 

TEL  10:51  a. a.  Fa  Fire  Is.  [Pog]  to  Wilton,  Ct.  2  min. 

Monday.  August  11.  1980 
DI  NYC  a. a.  with  Dr.  Hashemi 

TS  "Consultation  witn  CHf  JFK/British  Airways  lounge."  [I 
believe  he  is  now  leaving  on  his  belated  trip  to  London.] 

Telex  from  JSP  to  CH  at  Dorchester  Hotel,  London. 

Tuesday.  August  12.  1980 

T8  "Advice  and  coneulation,  CH,  London" 

Wednesday.  August  13.  1980 

Telex,  JSP  to  Nic  Byrom,  London,  "Dr.  Cyrus  Hashemi  . 

.  .  is  now  at  Dorchester." 


Thursday. 

August  14 

.  1980 

TS 

Conf . 

call,  CH 

TEL 

3:00 

p.m.  1917 

to  UK 

629-8888 

4  min. 

TEL 

3:25 

p«m.  1917 

to  UK 

629-8888 

21  min 
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rrldav.  August  is.  iano 

Lettar,  JSP  to  Roderick  Stanley,  applicant.  "I  had 
expected  to  talk  with  you  before  leaving  [London],  but  the 
Chairman  of  the  Board  had  an  accident  and  was  unable  to  do 
so."  [Auto  aocident  Involving  Home  Hasheai?  Ze  chat  why 
CH  ia  at  home  in  early  Aug?  chk.  with  Homa  Haehemi?] 

TEL  12:21  p.m.  rn  home  to  9  West  751-3151  1  min. 

File  FIR  8.2  3  page  to  file:  "I  talked  to  Cyrus  Haehemi 

in  London." 

TS  [None] 


Saturday.  August  is.  19R0 


Sunday.  August  17.  1980 


Monday.  August  18.  198 o 
TS  "Haehemi,  London.  .  .  " 

Telex,  JSP  to  CH,  Dorchester  Hotel  re:  NIOC 

Tuesday.  August  19.  1980 

Telex,  JSP  to  CH,  Dorchester  Hotel  re:  addendum  to 
NIOC  telex  of  August  18,  1980 

TS  Conf ,  CH  et  al. 

TNT.  13:22  a.m.  Fa  home  to  UJC  639-8888  25  min. 

Wednesday.  August  20.  1980 
TS  Conf,  CH  et  al. 
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Thursday.  August  21.  1980 

T S  Conference*,  CH,  Garbus,  Peter  Constable,  State  Dept. 

Memo  to  file:  JSP  talked  to  CH  in  London  at  10:30 

a.m. 

Telex  to  CH  at  Dorchester  re:  Constable  easing  entry. 

DI  "Mtg  here,  CH,  JSP,  cook,  Garbus,  Tiger" — but  it  has 
been  crossed  out  with  pencil,  as  if  cancelled  or  postponed, 
see  August  23. 

TEL  Fm  hone  to  UK  629-8888  20  min. 

Friday.  August  22,  19B0 

TS  [None] 

TEL  1:03  p.m.  fm  1917  to  UK  629-8888 
TEL  8:31  p.m.  fm  1917  to  UK  629-8888 

Saturday.  August  23.  1980 

TS  "Conference,  Messrs  Hasheai,  Cook  Garbus,  Donnie, 
Pottinger  re:  EIR. "  [Meeting  at  DC  office] 

Sunday.  August  24,  1980 
ts  "cont.,  ch,  wld,  JSP  re;  EIR" 

TEL  10:23  a.m.  Fm  home  to  Hilton,  Ct  4  min. 

Monday.  August  2S.  1980 

TS  A  &  C,  CH 

Tuesday.  AUOSt  26.  1980 
TS  Conf,  CH  [tel  or  person?] 

Memo  to  file:  ref  to  Shaiieen  [i.e.  Michael,  DOJ] 


9  min. 
9  min. 
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Wadn— dav.  Auauat  27.  1980 

ts  conf  call,  ch 

Thursday .  August  28.  1980 

TS  No  ref.  to  CH 

TSL  9:39  a.. a.  Fa  Beth,  to  UK  222-1125  2  aln. 

Friday.  August  29.  198Q 
TS  No  ref  to  CH 

Saturday,  August  3 a,  198Q 

Sunday.  August  31.  1980 

Monday.  i-  ieao 

Nts  Typed  notes  re:  telcon  with  s.  At  end:  "Relayed 
saae  (above)  to  ch.  11:30  p.a.  tonight." 

Memo  to  filet  "I  rcooived  a  telephone  cell  from  Cyrus 
Hasheai  who  was  on  his  way  to  the  airport  in  Los  Angeles . " 

TSL  11:30  p.a.  Fa  Beth,  to  Wilton,  Ct  15  min. 

Tuesday.  September  2.  1980 

TS  Conf,  Mike  Shaheen 
A  4  C,  CH 

TEX.  5 1 32  p.m.  fm  Olen  Dr  Md  to  9  West  3151  1  min. 

TEL  2:02  p.a.  fa  WLD  1917  to  9  West,  3151  2  min. 
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vradnaedav.  September  3.  1980 

TS  A  &  C,  CH 

Thursday  SfiBtfttthar  A -  1Qnn 
TS  JSP  in  office  of  CH 

Mono  from  JSP  to  WLD:  "it  is  10: is  a. a.  in  Cyrus 
Hasheni 's  office  and  I  an  with  Jack  Cook  and  Cyrus." 

Friday.  September  5.  1980 

Letter  fron  Mike  Shaheen  to  JSP. 

TS  Conf ,  Dr.  H  [tel  or  parson?] 

TEL  3:49  p.n.  Fib  N  Caanan  to  9  West  3101  4  min. 

Saturday.  September  e.  1980 
TS  No  raf  to  CH 

Sunday.  September  7.  T9S0 

ts  No  ref  to  ch 

Monday.  8.  1980 

TS  No  ref  to  CH 

Tuesday.  September  9.  1980 
TS  No  ref  to  ch 

Wednesday.  September  10.  1980 

TS  No  ref  to  CH 
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Ifanraflav.  saataabar  11.  ima 

Talax,  J8P  to  CH  at  Dorchaatar  Hotal 

Friday.  12.  nan 

Saturday.  gmtMihar  13.  1990 

Sunday,  Santaaha..  14.  1980 

Monday.  s«twbir  ;°fln 


App-  0421 
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Wednesday .  Mav  7.  1980 
Tabl  Telcon  fa  Jamsheed : 

"Son  of  Ayat.  Montazari.  Bold.  "Ringo"  Ayatollah . " 
"Brother  of  Ayat.  Carubl  wld  cone.” 

3:15  p.n.  telcon  fron  CH  re:  BS 


Wednesday.  Mav  14.  1980 

Tabl  Telcon  from  s.  "Interested  in  rep  of  B;  Karoobi 
himself  (not  brother) ;  Mantazari  (not  son) .  Europe  next 
week,"  etc. 

Telcon  CH.  "He  will  be  in  Hash,  tomorrow  for  meeting." 


App.  0422 
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MEMORANDUM 


To:  Dave  Iaufman 
From:  Stan  Pottinger 
Date:  December  30,  1992 

Re:  Errata 

On  page  7  of  uiy  Summary  Memorandum  of  Hashcmi’s  Whereabouts 
sent  by  Fed  Ex  to  you  yesterday,  December  29,  1992,  there  is  a  typed  error 
under  the  heading  Thursday.  July  24.  1980.  fifth  line  down  under  the  word 
"Note,”  which  reads  "this  meeting  occurred  on  Friday,  November  25,  1980." 

That  line  should  read  "Friday,  July  25,  1980." 


cc:  Barry  Kingham 
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BOHEMIAN  CLUB 


SAN  r  RAN  Cl  SCO 


September  30,  1992 


Mr.  Douglas  Edmonson 
Foreign  Affairs  Task;  Fore® 

House  Annex  II ;  Room  K  21? sc 
Washington  DC  20515 

REt  Subpoena  Dated  September  21,  1992 
Dear  Doug: 

*  ln  rec®iPt  °t  the  subject  subpoena  and 
attachment  and  a  letter  dated  September  21,  1992 
“T°®  *?r*  J *  bfwrence  Barceila ,  Jr.,  chief  Counsel . 
™ to  advise  you  that  a  thorough  search  for 
!2L!2r  ali  d°cum*nts  and  records  pertaining  to  the 
^  William  J.  Casey  at  the  Bohemian 
Grove  in  1980  haa  been  made  as  follows: 

I  personally  mat  with  Mr.  Donald  E,  Davors,  Club 
Secretary  at  bis  office.  We  concluded  that  all 
records  that  would  be  held  under  his  custody  for 
^Hy  all  guest  activities  at  the  Bohemian  Grove 
ror  the  year  1980  have  been  destroyed.  The  only 
docuawnt  _that  still  remains  is  a  guest  card  f  ile 
that  Mr  .  Devers  has  been  maintaining  since  at  least 
19v2,  ^c°py  enclosed.  I  am  also  enclosing  a  letter 
from  Mr.  Devers  to  me  on  this  subject. 

^r‘  undrew  Jameson,  Bohemian  club 
Historiographer  and  Archivist.  In  checking  all  of 
his  files,  nothing  has  mater iallzed. 

■  1  with  Mr.  Steve  DePetro,  Bohemian  club 

5’?n**’al  Manager  and  requested  that  he  meet  with  the 

™5l!.Cf>ffiptILoll*r  to  “*• >  sinilar  search.  All 
racordf*  for  tha  I960  Grova  hava  baan  daatroyad  with 

^  exception:  Mr.  Nitsburg,  Club 

Comptroller,  checked  some  old  cartons  that  he  found 
in  the  lower  levels  of  the  city  facility.  He 

.  one  invoice  for  Mr.  Casey  for  the  year 

1980,  copy  enclosed. 
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I  spoke  by  telephone  to  Mr.  Robert  c.  McCarthy, 
currant  captain  of  Parsonage  Camp,  He  advises  that 
he  has  been  aware  of  the  request  for  documents  and 
records  pertaining  to  the  attendance  of  Mr.  Casey 
at  the  1980  Grove  Encampment,  including  any  visit 
to  Parsonage  Camp.  He  stated  that  he  has  done  a 
thorough  review  and  search  without  any  success. 

To  date,  my  search  has  been  somewhat  fruitless 
other  than  the  enclosed.  1  am  prepared  to  assist 
you  in  any  way  I  can  if  you  feel  that  there's  some 
other  avenue  that  I  can  pursue  in  your  behalf.  I'm 
taking  the  liberty  of  faxing  this  material  to  you 
and  will  forward  hard  copies  by  mail. 


Bohemian  Club 


•AM  fAAMCIICO,  CAkir,  M»M 

September  24,  1992 


Mr.  Robert  Setrakian 
1905  Baker  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94115 

Dear  Mr.  Setrakian: 


This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  all  Information  from 
our  files  concerning  the  visit  to  the  Bohemian  Crove  Encampment 
during  the  year  1980  of  William  J.  Casey. 

This  is  to  warrent  that  the  only  information  that  we  have  been 
able  to  locate  is  a  3X5  card,  enclosed. 

Please  let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  any  other  assistance  to  you. 

Sincerely  yours 

Donald  E.  Devers 
Club  Secretary 


App.  0426 


App.  0427 


CA««y.  William  j. 


i  y  t,  .  ^ 

Frank  G.  Chambers 

Glen  wood  ^Road^R^]^1  Harbor^  NY^OO-"-  Trent 
f currently  TSousel?3nt  fng) Jolui  A*  McCone 
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r N  •res 


September  28,  1992 


s  ;  :i  :M 

a.  iv  JL  ■  •  r 


Mr.  Robert  Seteakun 

1905  Baker  Street 

San  Francisco  CA  941 15-2012 
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Mr.  Setrakian; 


v; 


Vi  ClJ » i  r?.1 


■I-Wt'  .,  ‘  ,r  ''  .  .  •  •  -  -•  :V*X  '■■r.yV.V/yjj'V. ;v, 

In  regard  to  your  question  to  me  concerning  William  Casey  and  his 

at  the  1980  Encampment,  the  Club  has  no  records  that  can  verify  his  via! 

during  that  period..  However,  attached,  is  a  copy  of  a  statement  seat  to  Mr. 

Casey  in  August  1980. 


TliJs  is  the  only  information  1  was  able  to  find.  If  you  have  any  questions 
please  let  me  know. 

. 

'-v,  ■  •'  ••  ■  •;  '  '.•••  \  -v  '  ,  v  •  -  1  v  ■.:•••'■  •  '•  '  > 

Sincerely, 


j 


Stephen  DcPetro 
General  Manager 
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Mr,  Wiiiiao  JU  Casey 
Rogers:  and  Wells 
2QQ  Park  Avenue 
Maw  Ifurk;  X.  I.  10017 


•Dear  II 
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5  March  1979 


Sir  William  Deakin 

Oi  airmen,  British  Section,  Coinaittec 
on  the  History  of  the  Second  World  Wer 
Le  Castellet 
75  Var,  France 

Dear  Sir  William: 

Pursuant  to  our  discussions  in  London 
last  December,  I  have  been  communicating  with  various 
members  of  the  American  Committee  to  explore  the 
possibility  of  an  Anglo-American  conference  to  take 
place  in  late  July,  1980.  At  the  present  time  I  can 
tell  you  that  I  have  tentative  acceptance  on  the  part 
of  the  following,  with  topics  as  indicated.  There 
can  be  revisions  regarding  the  topics  if  we  can 
establish  the  basics.  I  believe  we  can  take  care  of 
the  funding  to  get  the  American  participants  to 
England  if  you  can  provide  the  arrangements  once  there. 


I  S.  Dat-Uor  S. 

Mi  SonoioUtr  Edn* 

Dmiiwih  i  mi  Halo 
Smlbam  Dlimu  Urn 
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Dqortmfil  of  Hislo 
Uoivr ratty  of  C mUlmr 
mi  Lot  Angvtaa 
Lot  Angataa.  CaLlon 

Jiian  J  Dougharty 
Nibaml  CrvdowtMOl 
for  tha  HuframtiM 
Wuh.ngtoo.  D.  C.  2 

MALogrmphy 

Jooot  Z.rglrr 

Rafaraan  Dopartman 
L'CLA  Library 
Laa  Angdaa.  Cmklon 


Amone on  i 
afliiaMi  i#uA. 

r>— n ran  Hitlonai  A* 
400  A  S:rwi.  S  E. 
Woab*ngto«i.  O  C.  2 

Count*  Inumoiiooai 
d‘Hi*U>«ra  dm  -a  Cats: 
Cuarro  '<fon6iia 


Policies  toward  China 

Robert  Dallek,  UCLA 

b.  rua  aa  ^aningna 
TSDQS  Pmnm.  Trmam 

Use  of  ULTRA  and  othar 
Intelligence 

Stephen  E.  Ambrose,  Unlv. 

of  New  Orlear 

Relations  with  Russia 

John  Gaddis,  Ohio  University 

Secret  Operations 

William  J.  Casey  (with  SO 

of  OSS  during 

Eisenhower /Montgomery 

the  war) 

Martin  Blumenson 

Plana  for  Germany 

Donald  Decvller,  Southern 

Illinois  l*ni\ 

Relations  with  Franca 

Arthur  L.  Funk 

Joint  and  Combined 
Chiefs  of  Staff 

Forrest  Pogue 

Grand  Strategy 

Maurice  Macloff 

Other  possible  topics:  Codebreaking  _nd  Counter-Intelligence; 
Development  of  the  Atomic  bomb;  air  p.  *er;  sea  power. 

I  would  very  much  appreciate  your  reaction  to  these  develop¬ 
ments.  We  spoke  about  a  four-day  conferance  far  enough  in  advance 
of  Bucharest  to  provide  time  for  .our ism  and  yet  to  reach  Romania 
by  August  10.  Would  during  the  week  of  July  28  be  good?  Would 
a  weekend  be  better?  say,  the  first  four  days- in  August? 

/O 
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AMERICAN  COMMITTEE  ON  THE  HISTORY 
OF  THE  SECOND  WORLD  WAR  ,  * 


r  Arthur  L.  Funk.  Chairman 
DuanaMt  of  History 
University  of  Florida 

J  Qijifvill>i  Florida  32611 
wnl  Director* 

F.  D«1*»U 

fc  Vanderbilt  Uni  varsity 

?9taart  Hughaa 
EjOniveraity  of  California 
t  Saa  Diego 


July  3,  I960 


r  Institute 


I  expiring  1979 

i  E.  Ambroee 

r  of  New  Orleans 

.  James  L.  Collins.  Jr. 
[  Military  History 

Kimball 

i  University,  Newark 

0.  Paxton 

l  University 

F.  Peterson 
r  institution 

i  E.  Salisbury 
r  New  York  Timet 


»  expiring  1980 


Dear  Mr.  Chadwic 


*r 


,  D.  C. 


rL  Falk 

b  el  Air  Force  History 
i  Matloff 

r  of  Military  History 


John  Gaddis  informs  me  he would  like 
zo  stay  at  Millbank  from  Sunday  July  througn 
Saturday  August  2.  checking  out  on  Aug.  2. 

Mr.  Casey  intends  to  attend  and  would 
like  to  stay  at  Millbank.  However,  he  may  not  be 
able  to  get  to  London  before  the  2  th.  He  will  let 
me  know  aa  soon  as  he  can. 

Attached  letter  is  self-explanatory. 

I  hope  to  hear  from  you  soon  whether 
indeed  the  participants  can  check  in  at  the  Royal 
Hospital  early,  in  accordance  with  wire  I  sent  you. 
Our  people  would  also  like  directions  on  how  to  get 
there,  whom  to  contact,  and  price  of  accommodations. 

Sincere ly. 


BToland 


I  L.  WdsbMf 
■ty  of  North  Carolina 

i  Wohlstetter 
i  Hrainio,  Los  Angntea 

t  -  P.  Ziomka 

yWniiitjr  of  Georgia 

expiring  1981 

IZTT  C»  Allard 

Nteal  History  Divisioa 
Warn 

B.  Yals  Uni  vena  ty 
,L|%»4ss  B.  Burdick 
t*1*  J«as  State  University 

A.  DMm 

p  Utevertfty  of  Taxaa  at  Austin 
A.  F.  Hurtey 
j.  Air  Fores  Aosdsmy 
l^vid  Kahn 

:■  York  Uni  varsity 
rh**»P»nrt 

®**k»rd  Uni  varsity 
dbert  Wolfs 
National  Arteiiveo 

!_■  UniviiBiy  of  California 
f  at  Los  Angsioa 


Arthur  L.  Funk 


Pnmlri  S.  Datwilar. 
and  NeweUttar  £ 
t  of  Hi 


Bliao 

Robin  Hig**— "■  Are 
Dspartmeac  of  Hi 
KaiMaa  State  Uni 


Book  Reviote  Coord 

Robert  Dallak 

Dapartmant  of  H: 
University  of  CaL 
at  Loa  Angateo 
Loa  Angaiaa  CalL 


National  Endowm 
(or  the  Humaai 
Washington.  D.  C 

Bibliography 

Janat  Ziegler 

Refarsnoa  Depart! 
UCLA  Library 
Loo  An cates.  Cali. 

American  Commute . 

affiliated  with: 

American  Historical 
400  A  Street.  S.  E 
Washington,  D.  C 

Comite  Internationa. 
d'Histmra  da  la  L 
Guana  Mondial# 
32.  rua  da  Lfninr 
75008  Pans.  Fran* 
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22nd  October  1992 


Douglas  Edmondson  Esq- 
Special  Agent. 

October  Surprise  Task  Force. 
Ford  House  Office  Building. 
Room  175C. 

Third  &  D  St.  SW. 
WASHINGTON  DC  20515 


Dear  Mr.  Edmondson. 

Further  to  our  telephone  conversation  oi  Tuesday,  i  have  extracted  copies  or  the 
British  Always  >chedule  lor  Concorde.  San  Francisco  and  Madrid.  Please  i ind  a 
copy  attached. 

I  am  still  investigating  whether  we  still  hold  reservations  records  going  back  to  1980. 
In  the  meantime,  can  you  please  write  to  me  specifying  more  exactly  the  information 
you  are  looking  for.  Can  you  also  include  in  your  letter  the  name  and  telephone 
number  of  a  guarantor  who  is  able  to  verify  to  British  Airways  the  authenticity  ot  the 
October  Surprise  Project,  and  your  own  role  therein,  and  we  will  see  what  we  can  do 
to  assist,  subject  of  course  to  legal  advice. 

Yours  sincerely. 


/< 


Ray  Grainger 

r.M  CAPACITY  MANAGEMENT 
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SAM  DIEGO  LONDON 

3&e*T  A-M—fcL— torntmt 


SAN  FRANC1SCO-LONOON  ^3MRi 


SEATTLE— LONOON  >5fc 

3*>iirr  vn»»«w»  »*»*«"»■»  »«— » 

tMfy)  MM.  m— A^wrt  > 


SEYCHELLES— LONOON 


From  27th  April,  we'll  be  landing  at 
Seattle  gateway  to  North  West  I  SA 
and  Western  Canada. 

We’ll  bellying  there  non-stop  by  747 
three  times  a  week. 


^^^etnortcare  ofyow 
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COMBINED 

INVOICE/STATEMENT 


VAT  Registration  No.  238  6044  59 
TYPE  OF  SUPPLY  CREDIT  SALE 


167  PICCAOILLY,  LONDON  WTi 


ACCOUNTS  DEPT. 
18/20  STEPHENSON  W/ 
LONDON  NW12DX 
TELEPHONE  01-388  7771 

27  AUS  1980 


W  J  CASEY 
ROGERS  8  WELLS 
TWO  HUN OREO  PARK  AVENUE 
NEW  YORK  N*V.  1001? 
UhtTEO  STATES  OF  AMERICA 


PAGE 


ACCOUNT  No. 


oescrooTiow 


cftEcrr 


BALANCE  BROUGHT  PQRW4R0 
CASH  RECEIVE? 

SPECIAL  OPERATIONS  EUROPE 
TOP  SECRET 
WHO  BARES  WINS 
MASTER  OF  OECEPTION 


*000000 

*999999 

0035980 

0035980 

GC35980 

GC35980 


7999 

5829 

41*6 

4146 

4146 

4146 


CASH  RECEIVED  AND  CREDITS  PASSED  AFTER  THE  END  OF  MONTH  WILL  BE  SHOWN  ON  NEXT  STATEMENT  ^ 

RECEIPTS  WILL  ONLY  BE  ISSUED  ON  REQUEST 

THIS  ACCOUNT  IS  MADE  UP  TO  DATE  SHOWN  ABOVE  (UNDER  TELEPHONE  NUMBER)  AMOUN 

'</*/  Office:  187  PICCADILLY  ,  LONDON  W IV  90A.  TELEPHONE  01438  9921  oQLiomi  oiutW*  ot1ic«»»urt 


516 


102 


LONDON-NEW  YORK 


<m-  i  o?xi 


MANCHESTER— NEW  YORK 


LONDON— NtCE 

^  **  «***  U 


<*m  i  am -.Owe  l  vWfri  mmi  Vorx  i  oi» 

•  ■  ••  ■  ■  S73B  ■  i'  '  ■•'»■'  .••.{,  •  •■ 


0701C  I 


KttwajtOSfE'lTW 


cmainer*  ui*£  nx  sm  «*  ajwao  rmtxt 


So'vicn  f 
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'* II  4«mi. 


AUG 


THUR 


u*anw 
220  * 


THURSDAY.  AUGUST  7 


App.  0480 


U*:u*t  V«tl*v  v  ’ 
lx»i  HUaiel,  N.Y.11860  ' 
6l«>0fl8-t405 

C390 


WN  4  CASEY 
KRCGERS  C  MILLS 
200  PARK  AVE 


AUG  3Ul*>£C 


aagi»?r 


o<  DESCRIPTION 


HOUSE  CHARGE  BALANCE 


fOCD  DECK 
BEVERAGE  DECK 
FOOD 

BEACH  BEVERAGE 
BEVERAGE  DECK 
BEVERAGE  DECK 
it-  DUES  BALANCE 


00969 

01191 

25515 

09416 

00306 

00301 


12.84 

29.43 

224.70 

10.70 

2.68CR 

13.38CR 

9.92 


70 

18CR 

88CR 


total  -*r*i 

INTEREST  CHARGE 


PLEASE  My  LAST  AMOUNT  SHOW! 


TO  INSURE  PRO* Eft  CREDIT.  PLEASE  DETACH  AND  RETURN  STUB  WITH  REMITTANCE. 


os**-RCeoowr  S»owre  account] 


8.31.80 


C390  UN  J  CASEY 

SROGERS  A  WILLS 
200  PARK  AVE 

N“  TOBI3i»*8°HpT 


fflm » 


AWQ0M; 


Wiv»t  v,  Lon*  Ufemt.  &.Y.  115 m 
51$  0*8  1405 


SlfrOR&^OS 


AutHT 


i9ao  AUGUST  i9*o 


MON.  11  AUG 


MONDAY,  AUGUST  11 
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io/;r  rH*u  ot/ao 

•nun*  j  cash 


00  656453 


THUR,  14  AUG 


THURiOAr.  AUGUST  |4 
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UNITED  STATES  GOVERNMENT 

Memorandum 


DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  TREASURY 
UNITED  STATES  CUSTOMS  SERVICE 


DATE:  December  10,  1992 

FILE:  ADP-1-IM:E  JRM 


TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 


Jim  King,  OE 

Director,  office  of  Enforcement  Systems 


■04 


Search  Results 


As  you  requested,  my  office  performed  a  search  of  the 
airport  query  archive  files  from  1980  using  the  following  search 
Darameters  tnac  you 


william  Casey 

3/13/13 

Of 

birth 

william  Casey 

any  date 

Bill  Casey  - 

3/13/13 

of 

birth 

Bill  Casey 

any  date 

John  shaheen 

John  Shaheen 

10/24/15 
any  date 

of 

birth 

Ahmed  Omshei 

any  date 

of 

birth 

The  attached  printout,  vith  annotations ,  shows  the  results. 
In  suBaary>  we  had: 

•  Ahmed  Omshei  -  no  matches 

•  John  shaheen 

4  exact  matches  (DOB  10/24/ IS) 
l  possible  match  (DOB  00/00/15) 

-  3  unlikely  matches  (various  DOB) 

•  Bill  Casey  -  l  unlikely  raateh  (DOB  00/00/28) 

•  William  Casey  -  no  exact  matches 

1  possible  match  (DOB  00/00/13) 

4  possible  matches  (DOB  00/00/00) 

-  49  unlikely  matches  (various  DOB) 


Please  1st  me  know  if  you  need  any  further  information. 


Rod  MacDonald 


Attachment 


NCXT  MONTH 


Diary  of  Donald  P.  Gregg 


1980 


JULY 
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Embassy  of  the  L  nited  Slates  of  America 


Seoul,  Korea 


J:ne  26,  1992 


Senator  Terry  Sanford, 

Chairman 

Subcommittee  on  Near  Eastern  and  South 
Asian  Affairs 

Senator  James  M.  Jeffords 
Ranking  Minority  Member 

Dear  Senators  Sanford  and  Jeffords: 

I  very  much  appreciate  the  opportunity  you  have  given  me  to 
respond  in  writing  to  your  concerns  regarding  the  so-called 
•October  Surprise."  The  plain  fact  is  that  I  had  no  involvement 
in  or  knowledge  of  any  effort  to  delay  or  manipulate  the  release 
of  the  American  hostages  held  in  Iran  with  relation  to  the  1980 
presidential  election.  All  my  knowledge  of  the  alleged  affair 
has  come  from  Gary  Sick's  book,  press  reports  and  my  own 
preparation  as  a  witness  for  the  Office  of  the  United  States 
Attorney  in  the  perjury  trial  of  Richard  arenneke  in  1990.  I 
thus  am  delighted  to  have  the  opportunity  to  set  the  record 
straight.  For  your  convenience  I  have  repeated  your  nine 
questions  below  with  my  answers  following  in  sequence. 

1.  QUESTION:  During  the  period  of  November  4,  1979  to  January 
20,  1981  (inclusive)  did  you  have  any  contact  (including,  but  not 
limited  to,  written  correspondence,  personal  conversat ions,  and 
telephonic  communications)  with  any  individual  (s) ,  official  or 
otherwise,  associated  with  the  Republican  Party  or  the 
Reagan- Bush  presidential  campaign ,  relating  to  the  holding  of  the 
American  hostages  in  Iran?  If  yes,  please  describe  such  contacts 
and  provide  any  documents  in  your  possession  referring  or 
relating  to  such  contacts  or  your  knowledge  of  them. 

ANSWER:  During  the  period  covered  by  this  question,  I  had  no 

contact,  written  correspondence,  personal  conversation  or 
telephonic  communication  with  any  individual  or  individuals 
associated  with  the  Reagan-Bush  presidential  campaign  or  the 
Republican  Party  relating  to  the  holding  of  the  hostages,  or  for 
that  matter,  relative  to  any  other  subject.  My  first  contacts 
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with  the  Reagan-Bush  staff  members  took  place  after  the  election 
of  November  1980.  These  contacts  were  devoted  entirely  to 
whether  or  not  I  would  be  retained  by  t he  i ncoming  Reagan-Bush 
adminis trat ion  as  a  member  of  the  National  Security  Council 
staff.  In  this  connection,  I  met  Richard  V.  Allen  for  the  first 
time  during  the  month  of  December  1980.  I  might  also  add  that  I 
met  William  Casey  for  the  first  time  after  he  became  Director  of 
the  Central  Intelligence  Agency  in  1981. 

2.  QUESTION:  During  the  period  of  November  4,  1979  to  January 
20,  1981  (inclusive),  did  you  have  any  contact  (including,  but 
not  limited  to,  written  correspondence,  personal  conversations, 
and  telephonic  communications)  with  any  individual  ( s ) ,  official 
or  otherwise,  associated  with  the  Republican  Party  or  the 
Reagan-Bush  presidential  campaign,  relating  to  the  transfer  or 
t r ansshipient  of  Ajner  i  can-made  military  equipment  or  spare  parts 
to  Iran  directly  from  the  United  States  or  from  Israel  or  any  t 
otr.er  third  party  countries  or  intermediaries?  If  yes,  please 
describe  such  contacts  and  provide  any  documents  in  your  4 

possession  referring  or  relating  to  such  contacts  or  your 
knowledge  of  them. 


ANSWER :  Du  r  ing  the  period  covered  by  this  quest  ion ,  I  had  no 

contact,  written  correspondence,  personal  conversation  or 
telephonic  communication  with  any  individual  or  individuals 
associated  with  the  Reagan-Bush  presidential  campaign  or  the 
Republican  Party  relating  to  the  transfer  or  t r ansshipment  of 
Amer  ican-oade  military  equipment  to  Iran  directly  or  via  third 
countries,  including  Israel,  or  for  the  matter  relating  to  any 
other  subject.  My  duties  on  President  Carter's  National  Security 
Council  staff  were  focused  on  intelligence  matters  and  East  Asian 
affairs  so  that  these  alleged  activities  would  not,  in  any  case, 
have  fallen  into  my  normal  areas  of  responsibility. 


3.  QUESTION':  Do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  any  transmission  of 
classified  and/or  secret  information  relating  to  the  Iran  hostage 
crisis  by  any  member  of  the  Carter  Administration  to  any 
individual(s) ,  official  or  otherwise,  associated  with  the 
Republicaa  Party  or  the  Reagan-Bush  presidential  campaign,  during 
the  period  November  4,  1979  to  January  20,  1981  (inclusive)?  If 
yes,  please  describe  such  t ransmissions  and  provide  any  documents 
in  your  possession  referring  or  relating  to  such  t r ansmissions  or 
your  knowledge  of  them. 


ANSWER:  I  know  of  no 

information  regarding 
the  Carter  Administrat 


transmission  of  documents  and/or  secret 
the  Iran  hostage  crisis  by  any  member  of 
ion  to  any  member  of  the  Reagan-Bush 
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:ampaign  or  the  P.epuDlican  Party.  Pary  Sick  -as  the  National 
Security  Council  staff  memcer  responsicle  for  Iranian  Affairs.  I 
tad  infrequent  contact  with  hr.  Sic.<  and  tad  to  indication 
-nacsoever  of.  any  such  contact  or  activity  on  cis  part. 

4.  QUESTION :  Have  you  ever  met  or  spoKen  to  Jamshid  Hashemi? 

If  yes,  please  describe  the  nature  of  your  contact  with  Jamshid 
Hashemi  and  provide  any  documents  in  your  possession  referring  or 
relating  to  such  contacts  with  him. 

ANSWER:  I  know  of  no  person  called  Jamsnid  Hashemi.  I  have  seen 

his  name  in  contemporary  newspaper  articles  connected  with  the 
"OctoDer  Surprise*  but  unless  he  was  introduced  to  me  under  an 
alias,  I  can  say  that  I  have  never  ~et  with  him  or  spoken  to  him. 

5.  QUESTION:  Have  you  ever  met  cr  spoken  to  Cyrus  Hasnemi? 
yes,  please  describe  the  nature  of  your  contact  with  Cyrus 
Hasnemi  and  provide  any  documents  in  your  possession  referring  or 
relating  to  suer,  contacts  with  him. 

ANSWER:  I  know  of  no  person  called  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  to  my 

knowledge  I  have  had  no  contact  with  him  of  any  sort.  I  am  aware 
from  Mr.  Sick's  book  called  October  Surprise  that  the  Hashemis 
allege  that  I  met  with  them  in  New  York  in  the  spring  of  1980. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  I  have  never  met  the  Hashemis.  This 
allegation  is  not  true.  I  have  made  no  trips  to  New  York  or  any 
other  place  to  discuss  arms  shipments  to  the  Middle  East  with 
anyone  at  any  time. 

6.  QUESTION:  Have  you  ever  met  or  spoken  to  Reinar  Jacobi?  If 
yes,  please  describe  the  nature  of  your  contact  with  Reinar 
Jacooi  and  provide  any  documents  in  your  possession  referring  or 
relating  to  such  contacts  with  him. 

ANSWER:  I  know  of  no  person  called  Reinar  Jacooi,  and  unless  he 

was  introduced  to  me  under  an  alias,  I  can  say  I  have  never  met 
with  him  or  spoken  to  him. 

7.  QUESTION:  Did  you  travel  outside  the  United  States  during 
the  period  March  1,  1980  to  January  21,  1981  (inclusive)?  If 
yes,  please  identify  the  countries  and  cities  visi ted,  the 
duration  and  purpose  of  each  trip,  and  provide  any  documents  in 
your  possession  referring  or  relating  to  such  travel. 

ANSWER:  I  took  four  trips  outside  the  United  States  during  the 

period  covered  by  this  question.  These  trips  are  noted  in 
personal  calendar  diaries  kept  by  me  and  my  wife.  These  are  the 
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only  documentary  sources  currently  availaole  to  me  regarding  such 
travel.  My  foreign  trips  were  as  follows: 

From  8-11  July  1980,  I  flew  with  President  Carter  to  Tokyo  to 
attend  the  state  funeral  of  Prime  Minister  Ohira  of  Japan. 

From  26-30  August  1980,  I  was  travelling  by  private  car  with 
my  wife  in  Nova  Scotia,  Canada  visiting  the  towns  of  Yarmouth, 
Halifax,  Baddeck  and  Louisburg. 

From  20-24  November  1980,  I  was  involved  in  travel  to  and 
from  a  conference  on  East  Asian  developments  held  at  Ditchley,  a 
small  town  near  Oxford,  in  southern  England.  At  the  end  of  the 
conference,  I  also  visited  friends  in  London. 

From  9-15  Decemoer  1380,  I  flew  with  Secretary  of  defense 
Harold  Brown  on  a  trip  to  Tokyo  and  Seoul.  The  trip  was  entirely 
focused  on  bilateral  relations  between  the  U.S.  and  Japan  and  the 
(J.S.  and  Korea. 

No  other  foreign  travel  was  undertaken  during  the  period 
covered  by  this  question.  Specifically,  I  did  not  travel  to 
Spain  in  July  of  1980  or  to  Paris  in  October  of  1980  as  some  of 
Mr.  Sick's  sources  allege.  Copies  of  my  pocket  diary  for  July 
and  October  1980  are  attached,  as  are  copies  for  the  same  months 
in  my  wife's  calendar  diary.  As  can  be  seen  from  the  diaries,  I 
was  in  the  United  States  during  the  July  and  October  periods.  If 
you  need  further  substant iat ion  of  any  travel  during  the  period 
in  question,  please  advise  me  and  I  will  supply  this  information. 

8.  QUESTION:  Do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  any  effort  by  private 
United  States  citizens  or  government  officials  to  delay  or 
manipulate  the  release  of  the  United  States  hostages  held  in  Iran 
in  relation  to  the  United  States  presidential  election  of  1980? 

If  yes,  please  describe  such  knowledge  and  provide  any  documents 
in  your  possession  referring  or  relating  to  such  knowledge. 

ANSWER:  Apart  from  allegations  contained  in  Mr.  Sick's  book, 

which  I  consider  to  be  completely  spurious,  I  have  no  knowledge  of 
any  alleged  effort  by  private  United  States  citizens  or  U.S. 
Government  officials  to  delay  or  manipulate  the  release  of  the 
American  hostages  held  in  Iran  in  1980  .  I  have  no  documents 
related  to  such  alleged  activities  in  my  possession.  I  might  add 
in  this  context  that  I  was  a  close  personal  friend  of  one  of  the 
hostages,  Mr.  Thomas  Ahern,  and  allegations  that  I  might  have 
been  involved  in  delaying  the  release  of  the  hostages,  including 
Mr.  Ahern,  are  particularly  repugnant  to  me  personally. 
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9.  QUESTION:  Do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  any  sales  (both 
official  and  unofficial),  transshipments,  or  other  transfers  of 
any  American-made  military  equipment  or  spare  parts  to  Iran 
directly  from  the  United  States  or  from  Israel  or  any  other  third 
party  countries  or  intermediaries  during  the  period  September  1, 
1980  to  Decemoer  21,  1981  (inclusive)?  If  yes,  please  describe 
suer.  knowledge  and  provide  any  documents  in  your  possession 
referring  or  relating  to  such  knowledge. 

ANSWER:  I  have  no  knowledge  whatsoever  of  any  sales, 

t ransshipments  or  transfers  of  any  American-made  military 
equipment  to  Iran  directly  or  via  Israel  or  any  other  third  party 
countries  during  the  period  covered  by  this  question. 

♦  *  * 

This  concludes  my  formal  answers.  In  conclusion,  may  I  reiterate 
my  pleasure  at  being  able  to  set  the  record  straight  and  to  state 
my  hope  that  your  investigation  can  come  to  a  quick  and 
definitive  conclusion.  It  is  my  belief  that  the  entire  'October 
Surprise*  story  is  false  and  based  on  testimony  of  witnesses  of. 
highly  dubious  credibility. 


Yours  very  truly, 


Donald  P.  Gregg 
Ambassador 


Sty* 


REPUBLIC  ®P  KOREA  I 

srEcuL  ary  of  seovl  I 

EM 3 ASSY  o*  THE  )  *■» 

UNITED  STATES  OP  AMERICA) 


Snkeertbed  tad  ewomto 
Coasul  of  the  United  State#  el  A»«nct  •* 

Seoul,  bm,  del*  eoewiiaiiooed  and  qualified 

*“•***  JUN  26  1992  ^ 
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Helan  M.  Colling* 
American  Consul 
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.A.  S.HAjs§»:: 


Arr.old  .*.achel,=.iiv. 

Senior  Ltpj'.y  Assistant  Socre-ary  of  b‘**« 
Kiddle  last  dapt  w.d  N««  jm t, 
lour  >r  .xyhal. 


Hv  he»i  broth 
Uorapany, after 
Admiral  *tdani 


Although  I  do  not  kr.ev  you,  tut  I' know  of  vcu,  I  *wa  the  aldaet 
ert before  the  revolution  a  tuccsafull  director  of  a  ccrisirvotlon 
revolution,  head  of  riadie  durir.r  Eataryar.  and  lator  ce  worker  viti:’ 
,«j*  of  on#  scrth  before  tht  •lactiob,art«lal  rinr.’  nf  the  Adsir 


-al  vadani  to  tho  state  deot, darir.fr  tho  Hostey*  situatirn  I  caused  the  rresence 

of  iny  Bata  iassandideh  In  Madrid,  and  his  reeetiny  with  statist  rep, etc  ate, 

\ 

It  has  boon  always  ny  point  of  view  that  a  eharuro  ir.  Iran  has  to  case  from 
within  with  tho  innitial  holp  from  outs  ids,  ur.fertunaely  with  thoso  people  Z 
.was  in  contact  in  Washinfton  thoy  did  not  taka  tho  mattsr  sariousla.r .or  t.-.ay 
did  not  tako  tha  Adniral  Madanir  ooint  of  view  sari sue lay ,  Ivas  mccccfull 
to  briny  Ayatollah  Haj  Mohdi  Kareobl  Keeber  of  p^rliaK«nt,atad'^Kart.vro 
foundation, Later  his  Brothor  Hojnteslsa  Ea.J,  Sassnn  K arscfel  to  &rrpo  to  cast 
with  tha  Adniral, Lator  a  deliyutlon  of  ^  oorsans  of  moderates. 

While  net  only  I  aa  actinr  an  coordinator  bat  financier,  I  faol  that  yen.  ara 
nlsainr  tha  boat, not  only  that  cut  when  Adrirsl  Arvnr.rv.ur  was  aan/^c  :-r*j  .trd 
ankod  you  to  intercept  the  ease  at  Kewycrk  yea  did  nc*hirur« 

!  have  a  wife  and  5  children  in  States, they  cvn  «  sever,  bedroom  house , two 
tepartsents  and  industrial  land, I  thought  United  states  war  n  second  ho*»e 


but  we  scar,  to  be  only  seed  when  we  ara  needed. V;  ■*•*»  ^ 

T;:e  Admiral  is  with  me  in  London  and  v«  ara  vai tirjr  ]tr.e  arrive} a  of  Kr  .allAlad 
-in  Farsi  aeober  of  parliament  and  tha  trua  contrller  of  the  r'vclut MtvuryQ(iQ§ 
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guard*, he  is  going  to  be  accompanied  by  sevral  ocr.er  -rnarates. 

Mr  raphel  it  is  very  painfull  to  se«  that  while  at  r.:  .'.o*:  :r  veu  ,.vou  could 
have  taken  the  fullinnitiative  ,  no  action  has  beer,  tax#  rr.  y  cur  aide,  I  aa 
sending  you  acopy  of  Observer, please  read  cage  1  j,  also  ycu  will  find  a 
photograph  showing  Karoo  by  and  myself  ar.d  his  a-.de  creasing  the  border  tc 
Gezaany  to  meet  the  Admiral. 

Should  you  be  interested  to  meet  with  the  Admiral  in  Lender,  till  4  th  cf  Aucust 

call  me  at  011418347715. 

Sincerely 

K.A.3.SAS2MI 

V  .  • 

eoryy  for  the  bad  typing 
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CEiFEEfflAL 


MEMORANDUM 

To:  Elliot  Richardson 

From:  Stan  Pottinger 


The  attached  draft  memorandum  has  been  prepared 
as  a  resource  for  your  upcoming  meetings  with  attorneys 
and  State  Department  officials. 

This  memorandum  nas  been  drafted  from  contempo¬ 
raneous  notes,  recollections,  and  interviews  with  Cyrus 
Hasnemi.  It  needs  editing,  but  I  have  run  out  cf  time. 

I  tncugnt  that  you  should  have  it  before  tomorrow's  meet¬ 
ing.  ; 


This  draft  really  is  for  your  eyes  only.  Should 
circumstances  later  require  others  to  see  a  chronology  cf 
this  kind,  I  would  want  Hal  Saunders  to  have  a  chance  to 
review  and  edit . 


There  is  only  one  other  copy  of  this  memo rad  urn , 
which  is  locked  up  subject  to  my  custody  and  control.  Con¬ 
fidentiality  is  obviously  critical;  do  you  have  any  special 
ideas  on  how  we  can  keep  the  memo  and  its  contents  secret? 


Attachment 
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This  document  is  stT  ted  as  CCW?E,rrfiL 
Exemotion  from  disctosure  to  non-covemnrr.ta!  sorties 
ci  tnis  document  and  any  copies  of  it  is  ciainea  ir.cer 
toe  Freedom  of  Information  Act.  it  is  reouesisc  mat 
De*0fe  anY  enclosure  is  permuted  of  mis  coc-ment. 
cr  any  part  or  cooies  of  it.  timely  notice  oe  given  to 
tbe  oerson  wnose  name  aooears  on  tne  stamo  attixed 
to  tne  first  cage  of  this  Document.  -■ 

Elliot  L.  Richarason,  Esq. 

Mil  ban*,  Tweed,  Hadley  and  McCloy 
1747  Pennsylvania  Avenue,  N.W. 
Washinaton,  D.C.  20006 
Telephone:  202/466-4700 


-PRIVILEGE- 

Thl^  document  is  subject  to  the  Attorney  Client 
Privilege  and  may  not  be  disclosed  without 
The  £xpress  Auttantfgpi  of  tbc  Client 


DRAFT 


INTRODUCTION 

The  following  chronology  sets  forth  the  actions  of 
Dr .  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  ethers  secretly  to  assist  the  United 
States  m  the  return  of  the  American  hostages  from  Iran?  to 
join  with  the  United  States  government  in  a  covert  attempt 
to  influence  the  outcome  of  the  election  for  the  presidency 
of  Iran  m  January,  1980;  and  currently  to  advise  Iranian 
government  officials  on  national  security  matters. 

SUMMARY  (To  Be  Provided) 

NARRATIVE  CHRONOLOGY 

Personal  Background 

Dr.  Hashemi  is  an  Iranian  citizen  born  in  Iran  on 
December  27,  1938.  He  speaks  fluent  Farsi,  French,  and  English. 
After  obtaining  a  degree  in  economics  at  Oxford,  he  returned 
to  Iran  in  1960  to  join  a  group  known  as  the  Oil  Consortium. 
After  approximately  one  year,  he  joined  the  Ministry  of  Water 
Power  (later  the  Ministry  of  Energy)  and  remained  with  the 
gpvernment  until  1964,  where  his  last  position  was  Director 
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Through  the  spring  and  early  summer  of  1980,  Dr.  Hashemi 
continued  to  work  on  the  first  agenda  and  to  provide  the 
State  Department  with  information  and  analysis  on  events  in 
Tehran. 

Passindideh  Meeting 

After  several  months  of  failed  effort,  Dr.  Moir.i  and 
Dr.  Hashemi  were  able  to  persuade  Reza  Passindideh  to  leave 
Tehran  for  a  meeting  in  Madrid.  On  Wednesday,  July  2,  1980, 
the  parties  met  at  the  Plaza  Hotel  in  Madrid.  Dr.  Moini 
and  Or.  Hashemi  met  with  Passindideh  for  approximately  a  half 
hour,  after  which  Mr.  Pottmger  joined  the  meeting. 

Passindideh  was  nervous  to  the  point  of  fright.  He 
spoke  no  English,  so  Dr.  Moini  interpreted  for  Mr.  Pottinger. 
Pottmger  inquired  whether  Bani-Sadr  knew  of  and  had  authorized 
the  present  meeting  in  Madrid.  Passindideh  said  that  this  was 
so,  and  that  Passindideh  was  supposed  to  telephone  Bani-Sadr 
later  to  advise  him  of  the  results  of  the  meeting. 

Pottinger  inquired  whether  Passindideh  was  prepared  to 
assist  in  setting  up  an  authorized  confidential  meeting 
between  a  representative  of  Bani-Sadr  and  a  representative  of 
the  State  Department.  Passindideh  said  that  he  would,  but 
requested  a  confidential  letter  from  Secretary  Muskie  or 
another  high  government  official  confirming  a  request  for 
such  a  meeting  and  setting  forth,  even  in  euphemistic  fashion, 
points  to  be  discussed. 

Pottinger  drafted  a  letter  from  Secretary  Muskie  to 
President  Bani-Sadr  which  he  and  his  Iranian  colleagues  believed 
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would  meet  the  Passindideh  request  and  test  both  his  credibility 
and  3ani -Sadr's  willingness  to  meet,  Pottmger  sucgested  that 
if  the  letter  were  agreeable  to  the  Secretary  of  State,  it 
could  be  shown  to  Passindideh.  He  could  authenticate  the 
letter  and  take  notes  on  its  content  for  reporting  to  Bani - 
Sadr,  but  the  letter  itself  would  be  "escrowed"  pending  a 
similar  response  from  Bani-Sadr. 

Potting er  also  asked  Passindideh  to  answer 
a  limited  number  of  questions  as  a  sign  of  his  knowledae  ana 
autncnty .  These  involved  suer,  matters  as  the  condition  of 
the  hostages,  whether  there  was  anyone  with  author it v  to 
round  up  and  deliver  the  hostages  if  the  proper  order  were 
given,  who  would  likely  be  Bani-Sadr' s  representative  in  the 
event  of  a  private  meeting,  and  the  like. 

On  Saturday,  July  5,  1980,  Saunders  said  that  the 
Department  had  reviewed  Pottinger's  draft  letter  and  proposed 
approach  to  Passindideh.  He  said  that  a  fulsome  letter  of 
invitation  from  the  Secretary  was  inappropriate  at  that  point. 

The  Department  was  led  to  believe  that  Bani-Sadr  wished  to 
have  such  a  meeting;  in  such  a  case  a  letter  attempting  to 
'persuade  him  of  such  a  meeting  was  neither  necessary  nor 
appropriate.  They  wished  to  pursue  the  Passindideh  connection 
nevertheless,  and  proposed  that  Pottinger  convey  to  him  i-n  Madrid 
the  contents  of  a  note  from  the  State  Department  confirming  their 
desire  to  meet.  (See  Exhibit  6.)  This  was  then  done  through 
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Dr.  Hashemi  and  Dr.  Mo ini. 

At  the  same  time,  Dr.  Hashemi  advised  Pottir.ger  that 
Passmdideh  had  become  too  nervous  to  remain  in  Madrid  and 
was  leaving  at  once  to  return  to  Tehran.  Passindideh 
believed  that  he  would  be  in  grave  jeopardy  if  anyone  in 
Tehran  discovered  that  he  had  met  secretly  with  a  private 
American  citizen  to  discuss  the  opening  of  an  official 
line  of  communication  between  Bani-Sadr  and  the  State 
Department.  The  day  before,  President  Carter  had  traveled 
-c  California  to  make  a  speecn.  Sources  close  to  the  President 
commented  during  the  trip  that  the  government  was  hopeful  of 
establishing  communication  with  Tehran  throuch  a  dissident 
ayatollah.  This  was  part  of  the  lead  story  in  the  New  York 
on  Saturday,  July  fifth,  and  was  reported  on  the  wires 
and  in  London.  Passindideh  took  these  reports  as  a  reference 
to  his  efforts  and  the  views  of  his  father.  He  believed  it 
was  necessary  to  return  to  Tehran  at  once.  He  told  Dr.  Moini 
that  after  a  few  days,  if  there  was  more  to  discuss,  they 
could  pursue  the  matter  by  telephone. 

On  July  9,  1980,  Dr.  Hashemi  reported  to  Mr.  Pottinger 
that  Dr.  Moini  had  received  a  telephone  call  from  Passindideh. 
Passindideh  claimed  that  he  had  met  with  Bani-Sadr,  who 
approved  the  meeting  in  principle.  He  said  that  Bani-Sadr 
proposed  to  form  a  delegation  or  "commission"  of  Sanjabi, 
Salamatien,  and  Passindideh,  or  some  combination  thereof. 
Passindideh  said  that  the  Iranians  wished  ten  to  fourteen 
days  to  prepare  for  such  a  meeting,  and.  that  it  could  not 
go  forward  unless  Ayatollah  Khomeini  approved  it  and  there 
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appeared  tc  ce  some  -evei  cf  support  from  kev  memcers  cf 
-he  Maoris.  Dr.  Hasnemi  did  net  know  wnether  San^aci  cr 
Salamatien  were  aware  of  me  Madrid  meeting  or  the  proposed 
commission,  hut  said  that  Passmaiceh's  meeting  with  Ban  1 -Sadr 
nad  been  "minuted , "  which  indicated  to  Hasnemi  that  the 
proposal  was  taken  seriously  m  Tehran. 

Mr.  Pottmger  relayed  the  foregoing  to  Mr.  Saunders, 
who  responded  with  a  request  for  a  meeting  in  Germany  in 
mid-July.  This  was  conveyed  to  Passmdideh  through  Pottmger 
and  Hasnemi  .  Passmdideh  relayed  a  message  back  that  the 
matter  was  inner  review,  rut  mere  was  no  further  word  cn 
me  proposal,  and  no  meeting  occurred. 

During  the  next  ninety  days  Dr.  Hashemi  continued  to 
provide  information  and  analysis  on  a  number  of  issues.  He 
discussed  me  upcoming  choices  for  a  new  Prime  Minister;  pro¬ 
vided  helpful  information  on  the  new  Speaker  of  the  Majlis, 
Hashemi  Rafsanjani  (Dr.  Hashemi* s  cousin);  discussed  ways  for 
attempting  to  open  a  channel  of  communication  to  Ayatollah 
Beheshti;  and  incorporated  into  a  financial  report  to  Tehran 
information  provided  by  the  State  Department  on  frozen  assets, 
deposits,  medical  and  grain  shipments,  the  amount  cf  claims 
received  by  the  Treasury  Department  against  Iran,  and  the  like. 

On  September  1,  1980,  Mr.  Saunders  told  Mr.  Pottinger 
that  a  letter  signed  by  a  Congressional  Delegation  had  been 
delivered  to  the  Iranians  through  the  the  Swiss  Charge. 

Saunders  said  that  he  understood  that  a  debate  abwut  the 
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hostages  was  occurring  in  the  Mail is  and  requested  Hashemi 
to  explore  in  Tehran  whether  the  Congressional  letter  was 
well  received,  whether  a  different  document  from  the  United 
States  would  be  better,  whether  other  communications  were 
needed  at  that  juncture,  whether  the  agenda  set  forth  in 
the  Congressional  letter  was  realistic,  and  the  like.  In 
due  course  Hashemi  provided  his  views  on  these  questions. 

In  September,  Dr.  Hashemi  Vas  also  requested  to  provide 
a  financial  report  on  oil  pricing  and  exchange  rates.  He 
provided  a  copy  cf  his  report  to  tr.e  State  Department  on 
September  17,  1980.  (See  Exhibit 
Asset  Recovery  Project 

On  September  12,  1980,  Pottmger  met  in  the  State 
Department  with  Mr.  Saunders  and  Roberts  Owen,  Legal  Adviser, 
concerning  a  plan  for  identifying  and  attempting  to  recover 
certain  assets  which  the  Iranian  government  believed  had 
been  unlawfully  expropriated  by  the  Shah.  Saunders  and  Owen 
advised  Pottmger  that  a  four-point  plan  for  the  hostage 
release  was  shaping  up  and  that  one  item  on  the  agenda  was 
the  request  for  the  United  States  to  take  some  form  of  action 
on  the  Shah ' s  assets.  Saunders  and  Owen  said  that  the  State 
Department  and  Treasury  Department  would  attempt  to  collect  infor¬ 
mation  through  the  Bank  Secrecy  Act  or  whatever  other  sources 
of  information  they  might  have.  They  were  skeptical  that  the 
Shah  would  have  left  any  significant  assets  in  the  United 
States  after  his  departure  for  Egypt,  and  they  were  skeptical 
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December  19,  1992 

MEMO  FOR  MR.  BARCELLA  AMD  MEMBERS  CF  THE  TASK  FORCE 

FROM  GARY  SICK  .  .....  -( 

'  '  ' 

^  f 

In  response  co  the  specific  questions  raised  during  the 
course  of  my  appearance  yesterday,  I  have  consulted  my  notes* 

The  following  points  provide  the  most  complete  responses  to  each 
of  the  relevant  questions  that  I  have  teen  able  to  produce. 

1.  Re  Harold  Saunder's  note  cf  May  8,  1380,  describing  a 
teiepnone  conversation  in  which  Stanley  Pottinger  relayed  a  mes¬ 
sage  from  Cyrus  Kashemi  that  various  individuals  might  be  able  to 
come  out  of  Iran  for  discussions.  I  discovered  that  I  do  not  have 
the  original  document.  1  contacted  Harcld  Saunders  who  agreed  to 
espy  the  relevant  pages  and  fax  tr.en  to  the  Task  Force  on  Monday, 
Decemcer  21. 

According  to  nv  totes,  the  taxt  cf  the  entry  is  as  follows: 
"Pottinger:  Madam  met  v/5S,  Fho,  Behesti.  They  asked  him  to  take 
PM.  He  declined.  Met  again  yesteraav  alone  v/Kno.  Impression  that 
Madani  is  cooking  up  s.t.  [Saudi  money  perhaps)  -M  is  rabidly 
anti-clerical,  afraid  cf  Saudis*  -CH  distressed  about  Jamshid 
knowing  of  mtg  w/Behesti.  CH  talked  to  3 ' s  representative  in 
Switzerland.  Son  of  Moncezari  old  come  out.  Ayatollah  Karruoi  cld 
cone  out  (nbr  cf  pari,  close  to  Ahmed,  IS  yrs  student  of  Kho.  .. 
Kuwait,  Sharja,  Abu  Dhabi,  Bahrain)  Would  come  and  meet.11 
[underlined  in  original. 

Based  on  my  review  of  the  notes,  I  now  realize  that  I  was  in 
error  when  I  said  that  the  message  referred  to  Reza  Pasandideh 
and  Mehdi  Karrubi.  Pasandideh  is  not  mentioned.  Instead,  the  note 
appears  to  indicate  that  Behesti's  representative  in  Switzerland 
proposed  to  Cyrus  Hashemi  two  possible  intermediaries:  (1)  the 
son  of  Ayatollah  Montazeri  [not  the  son  of  Ayatollah  Pasandideh]; 
and  (2)  Ayatollah  [Mehdi]  Karrubi.  Reza  Pasandideh  had  been  men¬ 
tioned  by  Cyrus  Hashemi  as  a  possible  channel  from  the  earliest 
contacts  between  Cyrus  and  U.S.  government  representatives  in 
December  1979,  but  not  in  this  exchange. 

2.  Re  my  contemporaneous  note  reporting  a  meeting  on  July 
14,  1980,  with  a  "Mr.  Hashemi."  I  have  attempted  to  contact 
David  Laylin  [or  Ley 1 in] ,  who  apparently  set  up  that  meeting.  I 
had  not  talked  to  him  for  many  years,  and  the  old  telephone  num¬ 
ber  I  had  is  no  longer  in  operation.  I  will  attempt  to  locate 
him,  but  I  am  uncertain  if  I  will  be  successful  ♦  In  the  meantime, 
I  spoke  to  Jamshid  Hashemi,  who  recalled  that  his  meeting  with  me 
in  1980  was  in  fact  arranged  by  David  Laylin.  Consequently,  I  now 
believe  that  the  July  14,  1380  meeting  probably  involved  Jamshid, 
not  Cyrus,  Hashemi. 

3.  Ra  the  Mayflower  meeting.  According  to  my  notes,  Jamshid 
first  raised  the  subject  of  the  Mayflower  Hotel  meeting  when  I 
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interviewed  him  in  London  in  October  1590.  I  want  over  the 
details  of  the  story  with  him  on  at  least  two  other  occasions  in 
1991. 


Based  on  ny  re-reading  of  these  notes,  1  now  realize  that  I 
erred  when  1  told  the  committee  yesterday  that  it  was  my  belief 
that  Jamshid  had  known  Roy  Furmark  prior  to  the  Mayflower  hotel 
meeting.  My  notes  reveal  that  Jamshid  told  me  on  several  occa¬ 
sions  that  he  had  not  met  Roy  Furmark  prior  to  that  meeting.  I 
also  received  information  from  other  investigators  that  Furmark 
denied  ever  meeting  Jamshid  until  many  years  after  1980. 

I  also  found  several  entries  m  ny  notes  expressing  some 
doubt  in  my  own  mind  that  Jamshid  was  being  entirely  candid  about 
Furmark *s  presence.  Jamshid  had  indicated  a  reluctance  to  reveal 
the  full  relationship  between  John  Shaheen,  Cyrus  and  Casey,  and 
I  speculated  at  the  time  that  the  real  emissary  was  Shaheen,  not 
Furmark.  There  is  bad  blcod  between  Jamshid  and  Furmark.  I  have 
no  hard  evidence,  however,  beyond  my  own  contemporaneous  suspi¬ 
cions,  co  clarify  or  contradict  Jamshid 's  statements  that  Furmark 
was  the  man  who  appeared  at  the  Mayflower  hotel. 

4.  Did  Jamshid  specifically  mention  Charles  cogan  ir.  rela¬ 
tion  to  the  Mayflower  Hotel  meeting?  Yes.  Jamshid  told  me  that  he 
reported  the  contact  with  Casey  to  Cogar. ,  who  reportedly  told  him 
to  disregard  the  meeting  and  not  to  do  it  again.  [It  is  possible 
that  he  said  "Chuck"  instead  of  Cogan  and  that  I  simply  under¬ 
stood  him  to  mean  Cogan  since  we  had  discussed  his  relationship 
with  Cogan  on  several  occasions. ]  I  later  raised  this  allegation 
with  Cogan.  but  he  declined  to  discuss  it  with  me. 

5.  According  to  my  notes,  Jamshid  first  mentioned  "Gregg" 
to  me  during  our  talk  in  London  in  October  1990.  That  was  the 
first  time  that  I  heard  his  account  of  his  meeting  with  "Gregg" 
in  his  brother's  office  and  at  the  Shazan  Restaurant  in  New  York 
as  well  as  his  allegations  of  "Gregg's"  presence  in  Madrid. 

6.  With  regard  to  the  comments  by  the  Custons  officer 
reported  on  p.  189  of  October  Surprise,  my  notes  reveal  almost 
nothing  beyond  what  was  published.  The  source  volunteered  his 
belief  that  a  message  was  probably  delivered  directly  from  the 
Republicans  to  the  Iranians  warning  that  if  the  hostages  were  not 
released,  the  Iranians  would  suffer  severe  retribution.  He 
offered  no  specific  evidence  to  support  his  understanding  of  what 
happened. 


7.  At  the  request  of  the  Task  Force.,  I  have  conducted  a 
review  of  ny  notes  to  determine  what  I  learned  from  Jamshid 
Hashemi  about  allegations  of  meetings  in  Paris.  The  following 
chronological  summary  expands  considerably  what  I  told  the  Task 
Force  on  this  subject  yesterday: 

5-31-8# t  Martin  Kilian  told  ne  about  his  recent  [5-25]  meet¬ 
ing  with  Jamshid  in  London,  where  Jamshid  for  the  first  time 


stated  that  he  and  his  brother  had  been  wording  for  both  Casey 
and  the  Carter  administration.  He  mentioned  tr.at  meetings  had 
been  held  in  Madrid  "in  Jane  or  July"  1980  ir.  which  Cyrus  had 
been  "bought  off"  by  the  Reagan  side  througn  the  intervention  of 
John  Shaheen.  He  said  Henry  Kissinger  net  with  Cyrus  in  London 
at  the  end  of  Aug-ust  1S8-0-.  Thereafter,  there  were  a  series  of 
meetings  in  Europe:  one  in  Zurich  and  two  in  Paris,  lie  said  Casey 
was  present  at  all  meetings,  and  he  placed  Saaeq  Ghotbzadeh  at  an 
unspecified  Paris  meeting.  No  dates  ana  no  details  were  provided 
for  any  of  the  meetings.  [In  a  recent  conversation,  Janshid  told 
ne  he  had  absolutely  no  recollection  of  meeting  Martin  Kilian. j 

In  the  first  half  of  1990,  1  had  my  first  meetings  with 
Jamshid.  They  were  largely  introductory  and  social.  Jamshid  also 
met  with  other  journalists  during  this  period,  and  I  received 
reports,  which  2  regard  as  proprietary. 

10-13-90:  when  I  met  Jamsnid  in  Lonaon,  r.e  referred  to 
unspecified  meetings  _r.  Pans.  He  said  he  naa  not  ceen  present 
but  had  heard  something  about  them  from  Cyrus,  wno  had  partici¬ 
pated.  He  said  these  were  follow-up  neetmgs  after  Madrid.  He 
again  identified  Casey  and  Ghotbzadeh  as  participants. 

10-15-90:  Continuing  our  conversations  m  London,  I  pressed 
him  harder  about  possible  Paris  meetings.  He  said  he  was  confused 
about  exactly  what  happened.  He  was  not  there.  He  heard  some  of 
it  from  his  brother,  Cyrus,  who  arranged  the  whole  thing.  He  did 
not  believe  George  Bush  was  there. 

5- 4-91:  I  met  Jamshid  in  Washington.  There  was  almost  no 
discussion  of  Paris.  He  told  me  that  he  was  confident  ( apparently 
on  the  basis  of  his  personal  relations  with  the  Karrubis)  that 
Mehdi  Karrubi  did  not  attend  any  Paris  meetings. 

6- 7-91:  I  met  Jamshid  in  Washington.  Most  of  the  discussion 

was  about  Madrid.  However,  in  the  course  of  the  meeting  ha  warned 
me  to  "be  very  careful  about  what  you  say  about  Paris,  especially 
about  George  Bush  being  there.  It  was  not  what  people  say."  I 
asked  him  if  he  meant  that  the  Paris  meetings  did  not  happen.  He 
evaded,  but  several  times  repeated  the  warning  to  be  very  care¬ 
ful.  He  3aid  he  knew  about  some  meetings  of  Ghoth-adeh  in  Paris 
[I  later  speculated  to  myself  that  this  might  1  reference  to 

Ghotbzadeh* s  meeting  with  Hamilton  Jordan].  H  peated  that  he 

was  not  personally  present  so  he  could  not  say  e:  actly  what  hap¬ 
pened.  When  reminded  that  he  had  indicated  several  times  that 
there  were  Paris  meetings,  he  said  "yes,  there  were  meetings  but 
since  I  was  not  there  I  cannot  say  what  the  contents  of  the 
meetings  were." 

8-29-91:  In  another  meeting  he  warned  ne  tnat  "Paris  didn't 
happen  the  way  it  has  been  reported,"  and  told  me  to  be  careful 
about  those  reports. 
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1-10-92:  He  again  repeated  the  sane  warning,  saying  that  he 
vas  not  there  and  that  his  brother  often  did  not  confide  in  him. 
He  was  close  to  the  Karrubie  and  thougnt  that  if  they  had  been 
involved  he  would  have  known.  There  possibly  could  have  been 
other  Iranians  who  came  to  6uch  meetings. 

In  more  recent  conversations,  Jamshid  has  indicated  his  con¬ 
tinuing  belief  that  there  were  some  meetings  in  Paris,  that  he 
has  no  direct  knowledge  cf  exactly  what  happened  or  who  partici¬ 
pated,  and  that  he  was  confident  from  his  personal  relations  with 
the  Karrubis  that  they  were  not  participants. 


8.  With  regard  to  my  questioning  of  Jacques  Montanes, 
according  to  my  notes  the  first  question  I  askea  him  was  whether 
he  had  any  knowledge  of  a  secret  deal  between  the  Republicans  and 
the  Iranians,  in  which  arms  deliveries  were  used  as  a  payoff.  He 
replied  that  while  he  was  being  r.eid  under  house  arrest  [mostly 
at  a  series  of  Tehran  hotels  1  in  Iran  ne  heard  the  story  of  a 
deal  with  the  Republicans,  but  r.e  had  no  hard  facts.  Montanes 
told  ne  that  the  Iranians,  in  his  experience,  are  accustomed  to 
working  with  multiple  contacts  and  simultaneous  negotiations,  and 
that  the  connections  between  these  different  approaches  are 
’’always  deniable."  They  always  have  a  hostage  of  some  kind  for 
leverage  to  get  what  they  want,  he  said. 

With  respect  to  my  interview  with  Ahmed  Heidari,  he  was 
given  a  list  of  ’written  questions.  The  first  questions  were  about 
details  of  arms  deals  in  which  he  was  involved,  then  about  his 
knowledge  of  possible  meetings  between  Republicans  and  Iranians 
during  the  period  of  the  hostage  crisis.  Question  16  vas  worded 
as  follows:  "Were  these  meetings  related  to  the  arms  shipment  of 
October  24?  (IRANAIR  fit  *  959.  This  acft  carried  the  250  F-4 
tires,  M— 60  tank  spares  fm  Italy,  1000  PRC  77  batteries  fm  TUDOR 
in  Spain,  &  a  J60  motor  for  SCORPIO  armored  car.)"  Heidari  did 
not  answer  the  question;  instead  he  launched  into  a  long  discus¬ 
sion  of  the  technical  aspects  of  the  delivery,  stressing  that 
this  was  his  deal  and  his  alone.  I  asked  again.  He  gave  me  a  long 
disquisition  that  convinced  me  that  he  had  no  direct  knowledge  of 
how  a  hostage  deal  might  have  been  arranged  or  what  it  entailed. 
He  then  stated:  "I  know  that  Iran,  and  especially  Behesti,  and 
later  Rafsanjani,  they  were  trying  to  make  a  deal  with  Reagan:  to 
push  the  election,  to  deliver  the  hostages.  But  they  wanted  the 
money  back.  They  needed  the  money  t-o  fight  the  war.  That  was  the 
deal.  It  was  not  a  minor  level,  it  was  a  very,  very  high  level. 
Between  Americans,  maybe  George  Bush..."  I  regarded  this  as 
merely  his  opinion  and  chose  not  to  mention  it  in  October 
Surprise . 
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Douglas  L.  Williams 

Attorney  at  Law 

A  PROFESSIONAL  ASSOCIATION 
ONE  N  E.  2NO  AVENUE.  SUITE  204 

Miami,  Florida  33132 


TELEPHONE  (305)  530  •  0202 
TELECOPIER  (305)  539  -0724 

December  4,  1992 


Hon.  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.,  Esq. 

Chief  Counsel 

Congress  of  the  United  States 
"October  Surprise  Task  Force" 

House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Re:  Reiner  Jacobi 

Dear  Larry: 

I  have  your  letter  of  November  30  which  came  into  my  office  on  December  3  while  I  was 
out  of  the  city. 

It  is  essentially  accurate,  but  needs  just  a  little  bit  of  modification:  I  told  you  that  I  had 
conveyed  your  desires,  through  an  intermediary,  to  Mr.  Jacobi,  and  that  the  response  to  your 
request  for  an  "interview"  was  indeed  negative. 

We  did  not,  however,  explore  extensively  any  concept  of  "cooperation"  with  "the  United 
States."  Rather,  you  told  me  on  a  couple  of  occasions  that  if  it  were  the  case  that  Mr. 
Jacobi  voluntarily  submitted  to  a  debriefing,  and  if  thereafter  he  found  himself  in  a  position 
where  he  was  exposed  to  the  imposition  of  a  sentence,  you  (or  others  working  with  you  on 
"the  October  Surprise  Task  Force")  would  make  the  extent  of  his  discussions  or 
conversations,  or  any  benefits  to  the  Congress  which  might  have  flowed  therefrom,  known 
to  any  such  sentencing  judge. 

I’m  not  sure  that  I  ever  characterized  his  feelings  or  attitudes  as  susceptible  of  description 
as  "anger."  Surely,  I  told  you  that  after  everything  he  had  experienced,  he  was  less  than 
enchanted  with  "the  Government  of  the  United  States."  Rather,  I  simply  told  you  that  it  had 
been  conveyed  to  me  that  he  simply  wished  nothing  further  to  do  with  any  branch  of  the 
Government  and,  as  you  correctly  stated,  internal  or  political  distinctions  between  the 
Executive  and  Legislative  Branches  weren’t  too  terribly  significant  to  him. 

I  will  once  again  relay  your  current  expressions  to  him  (again,  through  an  intermediary), 
simply  because  I  think  it  to  be  my  obligation  to  do  so  as  his  attorney--or  one  of  them. 
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Hon.  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.,  Esq. 
December  4,  1992 


Page  Two 


With  best  personal  regards,  and  wishes  for  a  pleasant  holiday  season,  I  remain 

Very  truly  yours, 

DOUGlks  L.  WILLIAMS 


DLW:jf 

cc:  Stafford,  Frey,  Cooper  &  Stewart 
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Attorney  at  Law 
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Cangttst  of  die  United  jStata 
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January  10,  1992 


It 


Hun  Honorable  Jack  a.  Weinstein 
U.I.  District  Court  Jude* 
if.S.  District  Court 
teatem  District  of  New  fork 
22S  Cede  an  Rises  teat 
Srookiyn,  NY  1120s 


P**r  Jude*  Weinstein t 

Kr.  Dirk  Francois  s toff berg  has  to  date  provided  the  House 
of  Representatives  Committee  on  foreign  Affairs  with  substantial 
assistance  in  an  on-going  investigation.  It  la  expected  that 
thia  substantial  easietsnee  will  continue  into  the  future. 

In  addition,  Mr.  stoffbeeg  has  offered  to  have  hip  testimony 
preserved  by  deposition.  He  has  also  agreed  to  testify  at  any 
open  or  closed  Congressional  hearing  if  and  when  requested  to  do 
so.  Our  investigation  pertains  to  the  question  whether  the  S2 
Amerleene  taken  captive  In  Iren  were  held  pest  the  election  of 
ItiO  in  violation  of  any  O.f.  laws.  This  issue  le  eaaaoftly 
rafarred  to  u  the  'October  surprise.' 

Although  Mr.  Stoffberg'e  cooperation  nay  not  lead  to  any 
criminal  action,  the  information  which  he  hen  voluntarily 
provided  to  ua  has  already  been  helpful  and,  to  aoeie  extent ,  has 
been  corroborated  by  other  evidence,  t  would,  therefore,  request 
thatMr.Stoffberg's  cooperation  be  taken  Into  oonslderation  by 
you  in  the  determination  of  hie  sentence. 

I  mould  be  pleased  to  dieouss  the  matter  of  Mr.  Stoffberg'e 
cooperation  with  you  or  your  lew  clerk  at  any  time  before  Mr. 
Stoffberg'e  sentencing. 


Sincerely  yours. 


R.  IIWCSI  OLIVER 
Chief' Counsel 
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THE 

CLERK: 

Criminal  cause  for  sentencing, 

USA 

versus  Dirk  S toff berg 

• 

(Pause  in  proceeding) 

THE 

CLERK:  Counsel,  please  note 

your 

appearances . 

MR. 

MARVINS 

Seth  Marvin  for  the  Government. 

THE 

COURT: 

Good  morning,  everyone. 

MR. 

MARVIN: 

Good  morning.  Your  Honor. 

MR. 

DUNN: 

Good  morning,  Your  Honor.  Thomas 

Dunn 

for  Mr.  Stoffberg. 

MR. 

KRATT: 

Edward  Kratt,  K-R-A-T-T,  of  counsel. 

Good  morning. 

Your  Honor. 

THE 

COURT 

:  Has  the  defendant  read 

the 

presentence  report? 

MR. 

DUNN: 

Yes,  he  has.  Your  Honor. 

THE 

COURT: 

Do  you  understand  it,  too? 

MR. 

DUNN: 

Yes,  Your  Honor. 

THE 

COURT: 

Is  he  prepared  for  sentence? 

MR. 

DUNN: 

Yes,  Your  Honor. 

THE 

COURT: 

All  right,  I'll  hear  you. 

MR. 

DUNN: 

Your  Honor,  as  you  know,  I  had  served 

an  objection 

,  I  believe,  back  on  January  3rd,  to 

the 

presentence 

report 

pertaining  to  the  leadership  issue. 

Basically,  there's  three  issues  I'd  like  to  address  today. 

One  is  the  leadership  issue.  One  is  the  German  jail 

time 
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issue.  And  the  third  issue  is  this  letter  that  Mr.  Spencer 
Oliver  has  sent  to  both  the  Court  and  Mr.  Marvin  concerning 
cooperation  my  client  has  given. 

The  presentence  report  sets  forth  that  the 

guidelines  that  they  find  is  eight  to  14  months.  The  plea 
agreement  has  set  the  scope  of  anywhere  from  four  to  14 
months.  It's  my  position,  and  I'd  ask  the  Court  to  adopt, 
is  that  the  sentencing  guidelines  should  be  four  to  ten 
months  pertaining  to  my  client  because  there  should  not  be 
an  increase  of  two  points  on  the  role  of  offense  level. 

As  set  forth  in  my  papers,  it’s  my  position  that 
my  client  was  not  the  leader  of  this  conspiracy. 

Admittedly,  he  was  involved  in  this  conspiracy.  Based  on 
information,  it  would  seem  to  me  that,  as  I  said  in  — 

THE  COURT:  Do  you  want  to  listen  to  this? 

UNIDENTIFIED  SPEAKER:  Yes. 

THE  COURT:  Come  over  here  and  listen. 

MR.  DUNN:  Based  on  the  information  that  I 

obtained  in  investigation  and  just  from  reading  various 
papers  on  the  case,  it  would  seem,  if  anyone  was  a  leader 
in  this  case,  it  was  Mr.  Walker.  It  seems  that  Mr.  Brokow 
and  Mr.  Toper,  Val  Toper  and  Mr.  Walker  were  involved  in 

this  conspiracy  for  quite  some  time  and  that,  at  some  point 

when  they  were  discussing  -- 

|  They  were  having  difficulty  getting  a  hold  of 
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these  particular  guns  that  the  undercover  wanted.  After 
months,  Mr.  Walker  reached  out  for  my  client  who  was  in 
Europe.  And  then  my  client  agreed  to  provide  the  guns  and, 
apparently  the  paperwork  which  would  set  forth  that  the 
guns  would  be  going  to  Ecuador  as  opposed  to  Chile. 

Based  on  that  position,  I  believe  that  my  client 
should  not  be  held  to  be  the  leader  of  this  group.  I  also 
think  that  the  section  pertaining  to  this  issue  is  somewhat 
innocuous  when  it  refers  to  really  what  a  leader  is.  And 
based  on  those  arguments  as  set  forth  in  my  papers,  I'd  ask 
that  you'd  not  find  my  client  to  be  leader  and  that  the 
guidelines  that  should  apply,  instead  of  eight  to  14 
months,  be  four  to  10  months.  I  know  the  argument  may  be 
academic  because  my  client  served  almost  nine  months,  but 
that's  my  argument. 

THE  COURT:  Do  you  want  a  hearing  on  this,  an 

evidentiary  hearing? 

MR.  DUNN:  No,  Your  Honor.  I'll  just  rely  on  my 

papers . 

THE  COURT:  Based  on  the  papers  and  the 

information  before  me,  I  find  that  your  client  was  a  leader 
in  this  operation.  And,  therefore,  the  guideline 
computation  was  correct. 

MR.  DUNN:  All  right.  The  next  issue  I'd  like  to 
address,  Your  Honor,  is  the  jail  time  issue.  I  know  that 
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Mr.  Marvin  and  the  Bureau  of  Prisons  —  The  Bureau  of 
Prisons  has  given  Mr.  Marvin  permission  to  enter  into  a 
stipulation,  which  he  submitted  to  the  Court,  that  my 
client  should  be  credited  with  the  jail  time. 

And  Mr.  Marvin,  in  his  papers,  has  said  really 
that  the  issue  is  moot.  I  don't  believe  it  is  moot  for  the 
following  reasons.  Mr.  Stoffberg,  if  yoe  sentence  him  to 
eight  or  nine  months  as  you  could  within  the  guidelines, 
there  still  has  to  be  a  judgment  and  commitment  order. 

There  still  has  to  be  bureaucratic  processing. 
Mr.  Essig,  the  regional  counsel  for  the  Bureau  of  Prisons 
down  in  Philadelphia,  told  me  yesterday  that,  even  if  it 
was  expedited  still  could  take  seven  to  10  days  for  the 
order  to  get  from  here  to  MCC. 

Mr.  Kratt,  who  has  had  experience  in  this  area 
with  clients  that  have  done  incarceration  in  foreign 
jurisdictions,  has  informed  me  that  sometimes  it  may  take 
as  much  as  two  to  three  weeks  and  even  more,  so  it's  quite 
possible  that  my  client  could  get  sentenced  to  more  time 
than  he  would  be  under  whatever  you  sentence  him  to. 

I  would  submit,  as  I  have  set  forth  in  my  papers, 
that,  under  5(K)(2.0)  of  the  sentencing  guidelines  and  also 
under  18  USC  3553,  Subsection  B,  that  you  could  step 
outside  of  the  guidelines  and  sentence  him  to  time  served 
in  US  custody. 
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1  We  all  know  that  it  would  be  the  same.  He  still 

2  would  do  almost  the  equivalent  of  nine  months.  It  still 

3  would  be  within  the  eight  to  14  guideline  sentencing  range, 

4  but  it  would  make  sure  that  he  would  not  be  incarcerated 
3  for  a  longer  period  than  he  should  be. 

i  And  my  main  concern  is  that  Mr.  Stoffberg  be 

7  released  today.  He  spent  almost  six  months  in  a  German 
I  prison.  He  spent  some  time  in  Passaic  County  in  a  jail 
9  which  wasn't,  you  know,  the  greatest  in  the  world.  And  as 
a  result  of  some  of  those  conditions,  you  ordered  that  he 
be  moved  out  of  there  early  on.  And,  of  course,  he's  spent 

12  some  time  now  in  federal  prisons,  in  MCC  and  in  Otisville. 

13  I  believe,  based  on  all  those  circumstances,  that 

14  this  is  not  a  moot  issue,  that  you  would  have  the 
10  discretion,  under  the  case  law  and  under  the  guidelines  and 
to  under  3553,  to  move  outside  and  sentence  him  to  time  served 
17  in  US  custody.  I  think  the  interests  of  justice  would  be 

served.  I  think  it  would  void  any  possibility  of  prejudice 


or  injustice  to  Mr.  Stoffberg,  staying  in  jail  beyond  the 
sentenced  period.  Thirdly,  I'd  like  to  address  — 

THE  COURT:  Well,  let's  address  that.  What's  the 
Government *6  position? 

MR.  MARVIN:  In  terms  of  the  sentencing  issue, 
the  credit  issue? 

THE  COURT:  Yes.  Your  letter  indicates  that  you 
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are  willing  to  see  him  given  credit  for  the  time  he  served 
in  Germany. 

MR.  MARVIN:  That's  correct.  He  have 
authorization.  As  the  Court  suggested  on  our  last  Court 
appearance  last  week,  we  are  prepared  to  stipulate.  David 
Bssig,  E-S-S-I-G,  who  is  the  regional  counsel  for  the 
Bureau  of  Prisons,  has  informed  me  quite  differently  than 
counsel  just  stated. 

If  Ms.  Lowe  prepares  the  judgment  and 
comaitaent,  we  can  arrange  for  a  certified  copy  to  be  sent 
to  the  Metropolitan  Correctional  Center  tomorrow  morning. 
He've  been  in  contact  with  the  person  there  who  will 


i 

i 

V  compute  jail  credit 

s* 

r. 


[Ik  We  can  arrange  for  whatever  sentence  the  Court 

deems  appropriate,  whether  it's  time  served  or  whether  it's 


a  sentence  within  the  guideline  range,  to  be  implemented  as 

? 

soon  as  possible.  He've  cut  through  every  single  layer  in 

ft 

^the  bureaucracy,  so  we  are  prepared  to  stipulate. 

We  think  all  the  issues  are  relatively  moot  that 
^counsel  has  raised  because  the  guideline  range  here,  as  the 
Court  has  found,  is  eight  to  14  months.  He  served 
(somewhere  in  excess  of  eight  months,  somewhere  less  than 
Mine  months.  So,  regardless  of  what  term  the  Court 
fentences  Mr.  Stoffberg  to,  he's  going  to  get  credit  as  of 
tomorrow  for  the  time  that  he  served  in  Germany  because  he 
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arrested  in  Germany  solaly  pursuant  to  tho  arrest 
warrant  issued  by  Magistrate  Ross. 

MR.  DUNK t  Tour  Honor,  Z  appreciate  Mr.  Marvin's 
intervention  in  discussions  with  Mr.  Essig  which  commenced, 
I  believe,  last  week.  But  although  that  may  be  what  Mr. 
Essig  said,  Mr.  Essig  told  me  yesterday,  about  three,  three 
thirty  in  the  afternoon,  that  that  it  could  conceivably 
take  as  long  as  seven  to  ten  days  unless  expedited  and 
pushed. 

Now,  hopefully,  that's  what  will  happen,  what  Mr. 
Marvin  says.  But,  again,  I  think,  since  everyone  knows 
he’s  done  this  jail  time,  I  think  it  would  be  fair  to 
sentence  him  to  time  served  in  US  custody,  namely  from 
October  18th  to  today.  And  the  bottom  line  is  that  he 
would  have  served  close  to  the  nine  months. 

MR.  KRATT:  Tour  Honor,  may  I  just  speak  to  the 
issue  of  the  procedure?  It's  my  understanding,  from  my 
experience  — 

THE  COURT:  You  are  who? 

MR.  KRATT:  Edward  Kratt,  Your  Honor.  I'm  of 
counsel  to  Mr.  Dunn  in  this  matter.  It’s  my  understanding. 
Your  Honor,  that  the  central  administrative  system  has  to 
be  notified  and  that  the  judgment  and  commitment  order  have 
to  be  sent  to  them  first  and  then,  subsequently,  that  order 
can  be  sent  to  the  regional  or  the  institutional 
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administrative  system. 

If  that  bureaucracy  can  be  cut  through,  then  I 
think  that  it  would  not  be  a  problem,  but  in  my  experience 
often  these  layers  of  bureaucracy  are  not  able  to  be  cut 
through.  They  have  to  follow  their  normal  course.  And 
that's  why  I  believe  it's  important  for  Tour  Honor  to 
consider  a  time  served  sentence  so  that  Mr.  Stoffberg 
doesn't  spend  an  additional  two  to  three  weeks  that  it 
often  takes  for  these  orders  and  commitments  to  find  their 
way  to  the  proper  institution. 

THE  COURT:  Pursuant  to  the  stipulation,  the 

sentence  of  prison  will  be  measured  from  the  date  he  was 
apprehended  and  placed  in  a  German  prison  since  that  was 
pursuant  to  a  United  States  warrant. 

MR.  MARVIN:  That's  April  28th  of  1991. 

MR.  DUNN:  I  think  it's  the  24th,  Judge. 

MR.  MARVIN:  Pardon  me,  April  24,  1991. 

THE  COURT:  All  right,  next. 

MR.  DUNN:  The  final  issue.  Your  Honor,  is  this 
letter  that  Mr.  Oliver  has  submitted  to  —  a  separate 
letter  to  Mr.  Marvin,  which  I  presented  a  copy  to  you  with 
my  January  13th.  papers,  and  also  a  letter  addressed  to 
you,  pertaining  to  this  issue. 

THE  COURT:  By  Mr.  Oliver,  Chief  Counsel? 

MR.  DUNN:  Right,  Chief  Counsel  to  the  Foreign 
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Affairs  Committee  for  the  House  of  Representatives .  I'm 
not  requesting  that  you  divert  or  move  from  the  guidelines 
pursuant  to  Section  S(K)(1.1).  There  has  been  no 
cooperation  agreement  with  the  US  Attorney's  Office  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  New  York.  And  even  in  K^^flarvin '  s 
response  to  my  initial  letter  of,  I  believe,  January  3rd, 
he  acknowledge^that . 

However,  I  submit  that  you  could  go  out  of  the 
guidelines,  pursuant  to  5(K)(2.0)  and  pursuant  to  several 
cases  which  I  have  set  forth  in  my  January  13th  letter. 
And  the  cases  are  versus  Khan.  US  versus  Aou.  which  was 
a  recent  decision  in  November  of  '91,  written  by  the 
Honorable  John  0.  Newman,  and  also  versus  Garcia. 

THE  COURT:  I  haven't  received  those  cases.  You 
made  the  citations? 

MR.  DUNN:  I  gave  a  copy  to  Your  Honor  of  U£ 
versus  Aou  and  I  do  have  copies  of  the  other  cases.  They 
may  have  been  marked  up  a  little  bit.  Your  Honor,  this  is 
2i  versus  Garcia. 

(Off  the  record  discussion  between  the  Clerk  and 

the  Court) 

(Pause  in  proceeding) 

THE  COURT:  You're  relying,  are  you,  on  United 
States  v.  &gu,  A-G-U,  — 

MR.  DUNN:  Yes,  Your  Honor. 
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THE  COURT:  —  from  Judgs  Newman? 

MR.  DUNN:  Yes,  Your  Honor. 

THE  COURT:  It  says,  because  the  requirement  of  a 
Government  motion  was  settled  in  this  Circuit,  the  case  is 

MR.  DUNN:  Well,  that's  true.  Judge,  but  he  makes 
a  qualification. 

THE  COURT:  Where  is  the  dictum  you’ve  — 

MR.  DUNN:  I'll  look  for  it  in  a  moment.  Your 

Honor . 

(Pause  in  proceeding) 

MR.  DUNN:  At  Page  6  of  my  letter  and  also  at 

Page  -- 

I 

I  THE  COURT:  He  says,  were  the  issue  offered  to 

this  circuit,  -- 

MR.  DUNN:  No,  well,  Judge  — 

THE  COURT:  —  there  would  be  several  lines  of 

argument . 

MR.  DUNN:  On  Page  5  of  that  decision,  down 
towards  the  bottom,  about  five  lines  about  that  number  5, 
it  says: 

“In  Khan,  we  added  an  important  qualification 
that  a  Government  motion  was  not  required  for  a 
Section  5(K)(2.0)  departure  based  on  assistance 
of  the  prosecution,  but  significantly  limited 
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this  exception  to  assistance  to  the  Government, 
other  than  supplying  of  information  relevant  to 
the  prosecution  of  other  individuals,  namely 
assistance  by  the  defendant  that  allegedly  saved 
the  life  of  a  Government  agent." 

Finally,  in  US  versus  Garcia,  we  — 

THE  COURT:  I  know,  but  it  still  requires  a 

Government  motion. 

MR.  DUNN:  I  don't  think  so,  Judge,  because  — 

THE  COURT:  Get  me  Khan,  K-H-A-N. 

MR.  MARVIN:  I  have  the  case. 

MR.  DUNN:  I  have  a  copy. 

THE  COURT:  Let  me  see  Khan,  K-H-A-N. 

MR.  DUNN:  I  think  what  these  cases  are  saying  is 
that,  if  it's  going  to  result  in  an  indictment,  if  it's 
resulting  in  a  prosecution,  if  it's  resulting  in  a  criminal 
matter  --  At  Khan  at  1106  under  Section  2,  where  it  says, 
departure  under  5(K)(2)(0),  it  says,  "We  agree  it  would 
have  been  theoretically  possible  for  the  District  Court  to 
make  a  downward  departure  under  5(K)(2.0),  notwithstanding 
the  Government *8  decision  to  move  for  a  downward  departure 
under  Section  5(K)(1.1),  but  the  District  —  " 

THE  COURT:  What  are  you  reading  from? 

MR.  DUNN:  I'm  reading  under  section  -- 
THE  COURT:  From  what  opinion? 
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1  MR.  DUNN:  Khan,  ££  versus  Khan. 

2  THE  COURT:  Where? 

3  MR.  DUNN:  On  Page  1106,  under  the  Section  2,  in 

4  the  second  column,  first  paragraph. 

s  THE  COURT:  Khan  also  asserted? 

•  MR.  DUNN:  Excuse  me.  Tour  Honor? 

i  THE  COURT:  Where  it  says,  Khan  also  asserted  — 

I  MR.  DUNN:  Right. 

I  (Pause  in  proceeding) 

o  THE  COURT:  But  he's  saying  they  have  no 

1  authority  to  take  -- 

2  MR.  DUNN:  In  that  particular  case,  Judge, 

j  because  of  the  facts,  but  they  say  you  could  do  it, 
4  depending  on  the  facts. 


20 

21 

22 
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THE  COURT:  Yes,  but  you  have  another  decision 
from  Judge  Newman  who  says  you  can't  do  it. 

MR.  DUNN:  Well,  I  think  Judge  Newman,  in  this 
opinion,  says  you  can.  Your  Honor,  because  he's  saying 
that,  in  this  section,  "In  Khan,  we  added  the  important 
qualification  that  a  Government  motion  was  not  required  for 
a  Section  5(K)(2.0)  departure.* 

And  it  also  addresses, 

"Finally,  in  versus  Garcia,  we  ruled  that 
cooperation  covered  by  Section  5(K)(1.1)  is 
cooperation  with  the  prosecution,  leaving 
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cooperation  with  the  Courts  available  as  a  ground 
for  departure  in  the  absence  of  a  Government 
motion,  presumably  under  Section  5(K)(2.0).* 

And  in  that  particular  case,  in  versus  Garcia, 
which  I  have  here,  an  individual  cooperated  with  the 
Government.  They  didn't  give  a  5(K)(1)  letter,  but  the 
Judge  felt  that  this  was  an  early  plea.  There  were  a  lot 
of  other  defendants,  where  it  was  like  a  house  of  cards. 


t  they  collapsed,  saved  the  Government  a  lot  of  time  and  the 
,0  District  Court  a  lot  of  time.  And,  therefore,  the  Judge 
„  departed  under  5(K)(2.0). 

12  I  submit  that  Garcia  and  this  qualification  in 

13  Khan  permit  you,  under  5(K)(2.0),  to  also  depart  because  my 

14  client  has  cooperated  with  Congress.  And  if  you  read  the 


,5  letter  of  Mr.  Oliver,  he's  setting  forth  that  this  may  not 
1$  result  in  a  criminal  action. 

l7  If  it  was  a  prosecution,  then  it’s  something  that 

8  deals  with  the  US  Attorney’s  OfTTc^bu^nTTs  is  something 
19  that  goe^Tux^UeTT^FfTTs^oe's^c^Ts^sting  Congress  in  an 
jq  investlga^on ,  assisting,  eventually,  possibly,  in  the 
21  American  public,  finding  out  what  happened  with  whatever 
a  these  negotiations  were  with  the  US  hostages  back  in  '79 
n  and  *80  in  Iran. 

24  And  ray  client  has  voluntary  given  that 


^  cooperation.  Mr.  Marvin,  in  his  response  to  this,  sets 
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;  forth  that  the  letter  really  is  academic  anyway ,  the 
cooperation  is  academic  anyway,  because  my  client  has  done 
more  than  the  minimum  of  the  guidelines,  so  he  seems  to  be 
saying  — 

THE  COURT:  It's  not  moot.  I'm  considering  the 
14  month  sentence  or  I  can  consider  a  sentence  at  the 
.bottom. 


MR.  DUNN:  Then,  Your  Honor,  I  would  think, 

r.umber  one,  if  --  I  believe  it's  not  moot.  I  believe  that 
you  can  go  outside  of  the  guidelines.  But,  at  the  same 


time^Mr^^^Marvij^saysthat,  in  his  letter  that  you  can  take 
it  into  consideration  in  sentencing  Mr.  Stoffberg. 


If  yoi^r^^not  going  to  find  that  you  have  the 


discretion  under  5(K)(2.0)  to  view  this  as  a  cooperation 


with  a  section  of  the  Government  and  move  downward,  I  would 

i 

at  least  ask  you  that  you  take  it  into  account  and  sentence 


::r.  Stoffberg  to  the  period  of  time  he  has  been  in  jail, 
from  April  24th  to  today. 


THE  COURT:  What's  the  Government's  view? 


MR.  MARVIN:  First,  just  so  the  record  is  clear 
on  the  first  issue,  which  the  Court  has  already  ruled  on, 
I'd  just  like  to  mark,  as  three  exhibits,  transcripts 
during  which  Mr.  Stoffberg  discussed  his  role  in  this. 

In  Government  Exhibit  1,  on  November  30th  of 
1989,  at  2:10  p.m.,  during  a  call  to  an  undercover  customs 
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ent,  the  defendant  said,  quote,  he  was  the  man  who  was 
tting  the  strings  together  in  the  deal.  So  we'd  ask  that 
is  be  marked  as  Government  Exhibit  1  for  purposes  of  the 
aring. 

THE  COURT:  Mark  it. 

(Government  Exhibit,  1,  transcript,  marked) 

MR.  MARVIN:  Second,  Government  Exhibit  2  is  a 
?e  recorded  call  from  November  29,  1989  in  which  the 
:endant,  again  is  speaking  to  an  undercover  secret 
rvice  agent  in  which  he  says,  "I  will  take  control  of  the 
zuation  with  you." 

THE  COURT:  Mark  it. 


(Government  Exhibit  2,  transcript,  marked) 

MR.  MARVIN:  Third,  Government  Exhibit  3  is 
ocher  recorded  call  in  which  the  defendant  says,  “I'm  the 
rplier."  He  also  discusses,  "I've  arranged  documentation 
r  you  to  pick  it  up  in  Madrid.  I’ve  arranged  for  freight 
rwarders .  “ 


And  then  he  discusses,  later  on  in  the  call,  the 
tails  of  the  transaction,  so  we  think  that  the  Court  was 
re  than  justified  in  finding  that  the  guideline  range  of 


ght  to  14  months  was  correct.  Congress,  like  any  other 


"tvor  private  citizen,  has  a  right 


snd  a  letter  to 


e  Court,  much  like  a  family  member  would,  a  physician,  a 
ber  of  the  clergy,  explaining  -- 
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THE  COURT:  You're  not  putting  Congress  in  the 
me  position  as  a  family  member  in  terms  of  its  influence? 

MR.  MARVIN :  No,  what  we're  saying  is  any  third 
~rty  has  the  right  to  send  a  letter  to  the  Court  setting 
Tth  what  they  think  of  a  defendant  setting  forth  facts 
'd  circumstances  relevant  to  sentencing  issues.  Here,  the 
Ldeline  range,  as  the  Court  has  found,  is  eight  to  14 
nths.  We  think  the  Court  should  impose  a  sentence  within 
,.ht  to  14  months.  We  have  briefed,  extensively,  the 
:ue  of  whether  the  letter  which  was  submitted  could  serve 
*  a  — 

THE  COURT:  Did  you  get  all  of  these.  This,  too? 

MR.  DUNN:  Uh  hum. 

THE  COURT:  Will  you  mark  this  one? 

THE  CLERK:  Uh  hum. 

(Government  Exhibit,  3,  transcript,  marked) 

MR.  MARVIN:  We  briefed,  extensively,  whether  the 
-ter  from  Mr.  Oliver,  which  we  have  included  in  our  Court 
;ers,  can  serve  as  the  basis  for  a  motion,  a  veiled 
lion  under  5(K)(1.1),  which  is  essentially  what  it  is. 

'  think  the  Second  Circuit  has  spoken  clearly. 

We  don’t  know  the  nature  and  extent  of  whatever 
ristance  Mr.  Stoffberg  nas  provided. ^  He”s  refused  to 
Tl  us.  as  3s  his  "r^aht.  Mr.  Oliver  has  informed  us  that 
one  occasion,  December  26th  of  1991,  there  was  a  taped 
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interview  with  Nr.  Stoffberg  *t  the  Metropolitan 
Correctional  Cantor. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Stoffberg  has  submitted  a 
nuaber  of  affidavits  to  the  Congressional  Cooed tt as  and 
ooae  documents.  Sons  of  the  information  which  Nr. 
Stoffberg  has  provided,  as  set  forth  in  Mr.  Oliver's 
letter,  has  been  corroborated.  Others  have  not. 

We  think  the  Court  can  take  the  letter  into* 
consideration  in  imposing  a  sentence  within  eight  to  14 
months.  Certainly,  under  Section  5(K)(2.0)  and  all  the 
authorities  cited  therein,  that  letter  would  not  qualify 
the  defendant  as  a  matter  of  law  to  the  extraordinary 
remedy  of  a  downward  departure,  which,  in  any  event,  is 
moot.  So,  in  summary,  we  think  that  the  Court  can  take  the 
letter  for  whatever  it  deems  it  worth  and  impose  a  sentence 
that  it  thinks  is  appropriate. 

MR.  DUNK:  Tour  Honor,  if  I  might  just  give  you  a 
little  history  of  this  attempted  cooperation  with  Congress. 

X  had  written  a  letter  in  mid-November  to  Mr.  Spencer 
Oliver  pertaining  to  my  client's  willingness  to 
cooperate. 

X  bad  learned  that  there  may  be  investigation 
into  what  was  was  known  as  the  October  surprise.  I  wrote 
to  Mr.  Oliver  in,  I  believe  it  was  the  second  week  in 
December,  around  December  9th.  1  was  informed  that  Mr. 
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THE  COURT:  You're  not  putting  Congress  in  the 
me  position  as  a  family  member  in  terms  of  its  influence? 

MR.  MARVIN:  No,  what  we're  saying  is  any  third 
rty  has  the  right  to  send  a  letter  to  the  Court  setting 
:>rth  what  they  think  of  a  defendant  setting  forth  facts 
-d  circumstances  relevant  to  sentencing  issues.  Here,  the 
Ldeline  range,  as  the  Court  has  found,  is  eight  to  14 
nths.  We  think  the  Court  should  impose  a  sentence  within 
^ht  to  14  months.  We  have  briefed,  extensively,  the 
:ue  of  whether  the  letter  which  was  submitted  could  serve 

-  a  -- 

THE  COURT:  Did  you  get  all  of  these.  This,  too? 

MR.  DUNN:  Uh  hum. 

THE  COURT:  Will  you  mark  this  one? 

THE  CLERK:  Uh  hum. 

(Government  Exhibit,  3,  transcript,  marked) 

MR.  MARVIN:  We  briefed,  extensively,  whether  the 
-ter  from  Mr.  Oliver,  which  we  have  included  in  our  Court 
;ers,  can  serve  as  the  basis  for  a  motion,  a  veiled 
tion  under  5(K)(1.1),  which  is  essentially  what  it  is. 

•  think  the  Second  Circuit  has  spoken  clearly. 

We  don’t  know  the  nature  and  extent  of  whatever 
:i stance  Mr.  Stoffberg  nas  orovided.^  He^s  retused  to 
'.1  us.  as  is_hisT*aht.  Mr.  Oliver  has  informed  us  that 
one  occasion,  December  26th  of  1991,  there  was  a  taped 
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interview  with  Mr.  Stoffbarg  At  the  Metropolitan 
Corr actional  Cantar. 

Subsequently,  Mr.  Stoffbarg  baa  submitted  a 
noabar  of  affidavits  to  tba  Congressional  Committee  and 
soaa  documents.  Soma  of  tha  intonation  which  Mr. 
Stoffbarg  has  provided,  as  sat  forth  in  Mr.  Oliver's 
latter,  has  bean  corroborated.  Others  have  not. 

We  think  tha  Court  can  taka  tha  letter  into 
consideration  in  imposing  a  sentence  within  sight  to  14 
months.  Certainly,  under  Section  5(K)(2.0)  and  all  tha 
authorities  cited  therein,  that  letter  would  not  qualify 
the  defendant  as  a  matter  of  law  to  tha  extraordinary 
remedy  of  a  downward  departure,  which,  in  any  event,  is 
moot.  So,  in  summary,  we  think  that  the  Court  can  taka  the 
letter  for  whatever  it  deems  it  worth  and  impose  a  sentence 
that  it  thinks  is  appropriate. 

MR.  DUNK:  Tour  Honor,  if  I  might  just  give  you  a 
little  history  of  this  attempted  cooperation  with  Congress. 
Z  had  written  a  letter  in  mid-November  to  Mr.  Spencer 
Oliver  pertaining  to  my  client's  willingness  to 
cooperate. 

Z  had  learned  that  there  may  be  investigation 
into  what  was  was  known  as  the  October  surprise.  I  wrote 
to  Mr.  Oliver  in,  I  believe  it  was  the  second  week  in 
December,  around  December  9th.  I  was  informed  that  Mr. 
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Oliver 

and 

an  individual 

named 

Mr. 

Reed  Weingarten,  a 

former 

US 

Attorney  down 

in  DC 

who 

is  now  in  private 

practice,  who  has  been  appointed  to  head  the  Senate  side  of 
this  investigation  as  independent  counsel,  was  going  to 
come  up. 

I  wrote  a  letter  --  Mr.  Oliver  insisted  that  he 
would  prefer  if  the  meeting  take  place  in  the  Eastern 
District  of  New  York's  offices  because  it  would  be  more 
comfortable  for  all  parties.  I  suggested  that  this  could 
be  easily  done  at  MCC.  And  he  said,  no,  we  can  do  it  at 
the  Eastern  District. 

I  wrote  a  letter,  then,  to  Mr.  Belkin,  setting 
forth  that  this  meeting  was  going  to  take  place  and 
apparently  Mr.  Oliver  had  conversations.  And  it  was  ray 
understanding  that  this  meeting  would  take  place  on 
December  17,  1991  in  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York. 

I  learned  on  the  day  of  Sunday,  December  15th 
that  it  was  Mr.  Belkin's  intention  to  first  debrief  Mr. 
Stoffberg  on  this  issue  and  other  issues  and  that  Congress 
would  have  to  wait  a  couple  of  days  until  Thursday.  That 
was  a  bad  day  for  Mr.  Weingarten  since  he  was  going  to  be 
up  on  a  separate  issue  in  the  Southern  District  of  New 
York,  so  I  contacted,  by  letter,  Mr.  Belkin,  stating  that  I 
insisted  that  if  there  was  going  to  be  any  cooperation, 
first,  Congress  would  have  to  be  allowed  to  meet  with  my 
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client. 

For  whatever  reason,  and  I  don't  know  if  it  was  a 
Congressional  bureaucratic  mix  up  or  whatever,  that  meeting 
did  not  take  place  on  December  17th.  I  was  about  to  go  on 
vacation  and  I  asked  Mr.  Kratt  to  come  into  the  case  and  he 
met  with  my  client  and  Mr.  Spencer  Oliver  on  December  26th 
at  MCC. 

They  had  a  long  conversation.  My  client 
subsequently  has  provided  quite  a  bit  of  information.  When 
Mr.  Marvin  says  that  it's  been  corroborated  to  ah  “■extent 
and  other  things  haven't  been  corroborrated,  he  almost 
leaves  the  impression  that  that  part  nas  Deen  checked  out 
and  it's  not  necessarily  true.  I  don't  know  exactly  what 
he  means,  but  I  think  that  can  be  interpreted  thit  *Vay. 

The  fact  is  that  there  has  been  corroborration, 
separate  corroborration,  —  my  understanding,  of  at  least 
one  witness  pertaining  to  what  my  client  has  given.  My 
client  has  given  numerous  documents,  names  and  addresses 
and  phone  numbers  of  people  that  can  be  contacted. 

It's  my  understanding  that  this  will  be  all 
checked  out.  My  client  is  willing  to  give  a  deposition  at 
any  time.  He's  going  to  testify  at  any  hearings  pertaining 
to  this  October  suprise  issue.  He's  willing,  if  necessary, 
to  go  in  your  chambers  in  camera  in  a  sealed  proceeding  and 
let  you  know  what  he's  told  Mr.  Oliver. 
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But  the  reason,  one  of  the  main  reasons  why  he 
has  not  given  this  information  to  the  Eastern  District  of 
New  York  is  because  the  Congressional  investigators  don't 
want  the  information  out.  It's  their  investigation.  And 
that's  it. 

He  has  cooperated.  I  think  this  is  a  real,  real 
significant  issue,  this  whole  investigation.  It's  been  in 
the  press  quite  a  bit  and  it  goes  to  the  reason  that 
5(K)(2.0)  is  significant  and  the  reason  depart  downward,  at 
least  give  him  a  minimum  sentence  under  guidelines,  is 
because  this  is  an  issue  that  is  important  to  not  only 
Congress,  but  to  eventually,  possibly,  the  American  public. 

In  that  situation  where  this  individual  who  had 
cooperated  with  the  US  Attorney  but  didn't  get  the  letter 
gave  information  that  an  agent  of  the  Government  might  be 
threatened,  the  Court  stated  it  could  have  departed  on  that 
issue . 

The  reason  that  it  didn't  is  because  the  attorney 
for  the  defendant  didn't  being  that  issue  up  at  sentencing 
and  it  wasn't  preserved  on  appeal.  It's  first  brought  up 
on  appeal  and,  therefore,  it  wasn't  applicable,  but  the 
Court  in  I  think  it  was  the  US,  versus  Khan  issue,  stated 
that  the  Court  would  have  had  the  power  to  depart  under 
5(K)(2)  based  on  that  bit  of  cooperation. 

I  think,  based  on  these  cases,  that  not  only  can 
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a  defendant  cooperate  with  the  US  Attorney's  Office  and  get 
a  5 ( K) ( 1 . 1 )  letter,  but  he  can  cooperate  with  the  judicial 
system  as  set  forth  in  Garcia.  And  there's  no  reason  why 
he  can't  cooperate  with  the  third  branch  of  Government  that 
makes  the  laws. 

And  based  on  the  significance  of  this 
investigation,  whether  it  goes  anywhere  or  not,  ray  client 
has  presented  information  voluntarily.  And  I'm  asking  that 
the  Court  please  consider  it  in  its  sentence. 

THE  COURT:  My  ruling  on  the  issue  of  law  made 
informally  now,  but  subject  to  a  possible  brief  memorandum 
of  law  is  as  follows.  A  Section  5(K)(1.1)  departure  does 
require  a  motion  by  the  Government.  It  is  usually  made 
based  on  the  cooperation  of  the  witness  or  the  defendant. 

There  may  be  instances  where,  in  bad  faith  or 
through  misconduct  of  an  Assistant  United  States 
prosecutor,  that  recommendation  is  denied.  The  cases,  I 
think,  indicate  that  in  such  a  situation,  the  Court  may 
depart  without  an  explicit  recommendation. 

In  this  case,  there  isn't  the  slightest  instance 
|Of  bad  faith  or  misconduct.  It's  clear  that  the  Assistant 
United  States  Attorney,  possibly  and  probably  acting 
pursuant  to  the  directions  of  his  superiors,  since  this  is 
an  important  problem  involving  the  relationship  with  the 
three  branches  of  Government,  namely,  the  Courts,  Congress 
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and  the  Executive,  has  made  an  explicit  decision  internally 
not  to  request  the  departure. 

The  reason,  generally,  that  the  United  States 
prosecutor  does  not  wish  departures  made  except  on  its  own 
recommendation,  among  others,  is  that,  by  controlling 
strictly  the  departures,  the  Government  prosecutor  has  an 
enormous  leverage  over  defendants. 

Not  only  can  the  Government  decide  the  charge 
and,  thus,  in  effect,  decide  the  sentence,  but,  by  holding 
within  its  own  hands  the  ability  to  permit  the  Court  to  go 
below  the  guidelines,  in  effect,  it  can  compel  in  many 
instances  a  defendant  to  cooperate  and  to  do  what  the 
Government  requests. 

Not  only  can  a  recommendation  refer  to  a 
departure  below  the  guidelines,  but  it  also  can  refer  to  a 
departure  below  minimum  sentences.  The  power  of  the 
prosecutor,  under  the  guideline  sentencing,  is  enormous. 
Fortunately,  in  this  district,  we  have  an  excellent  United 
States  Attorney  and  Assistants,  so  there  has  been  no 
overreaching  and  abuse  of  that  enormous  power  that's  been 
placed  in  the  hands  of  the  prosecutor  and  taken  from  the 
judges  by  recent  so  called  reforms. 

Now  this  leads  to  the  question  of  whether  there 
remains  any  other  power  to  depart  for  cooperation.  The 
holdings  of  the  Second  Circuit  indicate  that  a  Government 
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request  is  required.  However,  there  are  some  dicta  from 
some  of  the  judges  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  suggesting  that 
there  are  reasons  why  this  general  rule  should  not  apply 
when  there's  cooperation  with  other  branches  of  the 
Government.  As  far  as  I  know,  the  Second  Circuit  has  not 
considered  cooperation  with  Congress.  Is  that  right? 

MR.  DUNN:  I  couldn't  find  anything  on  it,  Your 

Honor. 

THE  COURT:  That's  right,  isn't  it? 

MR.  MARVIN:  We  haven’t  found  anything  found  any 
cases  on  that  issue,  Judge. 

THE  COURT:  But  it  has  suggested  that  a 
cooperation  with  the  Court,  as  an  independent  branch,  that 
might  suffice.  We  can  hypothesize  a  number  of  examples. 
One,  it  may  be  that  the  Government  is  denying  a 
recommendation  of  a  downward  departure  because  the 
defendant  does  not  wish  to  cooperate,  but  at  the  trial  the 
Court  may  call  the  defendant  and  give  him  an  opportunity  or 
her  an  opportunity  to  testify  and  cooperate  with  the  Court. 

And  that  cooperation  may  be  extremely  helpful  in 
the  administration  of  justice,  although  distasteful  to  the 
Government.  That,  I  think,  is  one  of  the  factors  that  the 
Court  of  Appeals  had  in  mind  in  its  dicta.  Under  such 
circumstances,  it  seems  to  me  that  cooperation,  as  the 
Court  of  Appeals  suggests,  should  be  taken  into  account. 
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Now  we  come  to  the  problem  of  Congress.  It  is 
true  that  Congress  is  primarily  a  law  making,  and  not  an 
investigatory  body.  However,  we  all  know  that  its 
investigations  are  critical  in  law  making,  as  well  as  in 
informing  the  public  with  respect  to  what  is  happening  in 
our  society  and  Government. 

Not  only  that,  but  many  of  its  investigations 
result  ultimately  not  only  in  legislation,  but  in 
prosecutions  of  one  kind  or  another.  Therefore, 
cooperation  with  Congress  should  be  treated  as  on  an  equal 
level  with  cooperation  with  Courts.  They're  both 
independent  bodies  under  our  Constitution. 

I,  therefore,  hold  that,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that 
the  Court  may  depart  when  a  defendant  cooperates  with  the 
Government  and  that  is  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Court  and,  in  effect,  Congress  has  requested  a  departure. 
All  right? 

MR.  MARVIN:  Judge,  just  to  clear  two  things  up, 
we  can  t  request  a  departure  here  for  two  reasons.  One,  as 
counsel  has  noted  in  his  responding  papers,  there  was  no 
cooperation  agreement  in  this  case.  In  fact,  the  defendant 
explicitly  and  continually  refused  to  enter  into  a 
cooperation  agreement  with  our  office.  Second,  we  don't 
know  what  information  was  provided  to  Congress. 

THE  COURT:  I'm  not  faulting  you  in  any  way. 
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MR.  MARVIN:  I  understand  that. 

THE  COURT:  I  believe  that  your  position  is 

procedurally  correct. 

MR.  MARVIN:  The  other  point  I  wanted  to  make  was 
that  the  letter  from  Mr.  Oliver  doesn't  mention  either 
5(K)(1.1),  3553(E)  of  Title  18  or  Section  5(K)(2.0).  The 
letter  does  not  request  a  downward  departure  nor  could  it. 
It  simply  requests  that  the  Court  take  whatever 
"cooperation'1  the  defendant  has  provided  in  pronouncing 
sentence. 

THE  COURT:  I  treat  it  as  the  equivalent  of  a 

request  for  a  downward  departure.  The  guidelines  do  not 
provide  for  requests  by  Congress  or  by  the  Court. 

MR.  MARVIN:  The  Court  could  treat  it  as  a  matter 
of  law.  And  Mr.  Oliver  has  informed  me  and  I'll  inform  the 
Court,  as  an  officer  of  the  Court,  that  that  is  not  a 
downward  departure  motion  because  he  knows  that's  something 
that  Congress  doesn't  have  the  ability  to  make. 

THE  COURT:  I  understand  that. 

MR.  MARVIN:  The  Court  can  treat  it  any  way  that 
it  believes  is  appropriate. 

THE  COURT:  I  understand  that.  You're  correct. 

MR.  DUNN:  Your  Honor  -- 

THE  COURT:  Under  the  guidelines,  neither 

Congress  nor  the  Court  has  the  power. 


App.  0614 


28 

MR.  MARVIN:  We  would  also,  I  guess,  like  to 
stress,  the  Court  indicated  at  the  beginning  that  this  was 
an  informal  opinion  or  dicta,  however  the  Court  wishes  to 
paraphrase  it  or  characterize  it,  we  would  just  like  to  say 
that,  since  the  guideline  range  here  is  eight  to  14  months 
and  since  the  defendant  has  served  nine  months,  we  don't 
think  this  is  an  issue  the  Court  needs  to  address  in  this 
particular  case. 

THE  COURT:  I  believe  you're  wrong  about  that, 
but  I  have  great  respect  for  your  knowledge  of  the  law.  My 
understanding  of  what  the  Second  Circuit  wishes  us  to  do  is 
to  first  fix  the  guidelines  and  fix  the  guideline  sentence 
and  then  decide  whether  there  should  be  a  departure 
downward  .from  what  the  guideline  would  require. 

I  would,  first,  have  to  fix  the  guideline 
sentence.  And  I  would  fix  it  somewhere  between  eight  and 
14  months  and,  without  this  information  from  Congress, 
probably  at  the  high  end,  the  14  months  because  this 
defendant,  I  believe,  is  dangerous  and  has  been  a  leader  in 
a  massive  attempt  to  violate  our  laws  on  munitions. 

MR.  DUNN:  Your  Honor,  if  I  may,  even  though 
there  was  no  cooperation  agreement  with  the  US  Attorney's 
Office,  oftentimes  when  there  is  a  cooperation  agreement 
with  the  US  Attorney's  Office  what  they  do  is  they  give  a 
letter  to  the  Court.  My  client  has  given  information.  And 
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Congress ,  through  Mr.  Spencer  Oliver,  has  given  a  letter  to 
you  and  I  submit  that  that  can  be  viewed  as  a  cooperation 
agreement . 

THE  COURT:  All  right,  that's  the  way  I'm  going 
to  view  it. 

MR.  DUNN:  And  I  also  would  submit,  Judge,  that 
it  says,  substantial  assistance  that  he  gave.  That's  what 
they  say. 

THE  COURT:  Yes.  All  right.  I'll  hear  you  on 
the  sentence. 

MR.  DUNN:  Judge,  just  one  moment,  Your  Honor. 

(Pause  in  proceeding) 

MR.  DUNN:  Your  Honor,  since  you  set  forth  that 
you  do  have  the  power,  based  on  this  letter  to  depart,  I 
would  ask  that  you  do  depart,  and  sentence  my  client  to 
something  lower  than  the  eight  to  14. 

I  know  that  that  still  means  that  my  client  would 
do  more  than  eight  months  in  jail.  And,  therefore,  I  would 
urge  that  you  sentence  him  and  release  him  today  based  on 
the  power  to  depart. 

Number  two,  if  you're  not  going  to  depart,  then  I 
would  ask  that  the  fact  that  this  letter  is  viewed  as  — 
the  fact  that  my  client  has  cooperated  substantially,  given 
substantial  assistance  to  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs 
for  the  House  of  Representatives  and  the  fact  that  Mr. 
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1  Marvin  seems  to  view  this  as  academic  in  reference  to  the 

2  fact  that  he's  done  more  than  the  minimum  of  eight  months , 

3  I  would  ask  that  you  sentence  him  to  from  April  24th  to 
4.  today  and  that  he  be  released  today. 

5  But,  again,  I  would  ask  that  you  depart  down  and 

e  I'd  be  asking  that  that  departure  be  actually  a  sentence  of 

7  US  custody  from  October  18th  to  today,  so  that  he  could  be 

8  released  today  and  avoid  any  possible  bureaucratic  mix  up 
o  that  would  result. 
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THE  COURT:  Do  you  wish  anything  to  what  your 
attorney  has  said,  sir? 

THE  DEFENDANT:  Your  Honor,  I  plead  guilty.  I 
accept  the  circumstances  of  being  incarcerated  in  Germany 
and  in  America.  And  I  beg  Your  Honor  to  release  me  today. 

MR.  MARVIN:  Judge,  the  only  thing  that  we  would 
add,  just  so  the  record  is  clear,  we  think  that  in  the 
letter  from  Mr.  Oliver  when  he  refers  to  substantial 
assistance,  he's  talking  about  that  not  in  the  terms 
envisioned  by  the  guidelines. 

We  think  we  could  establish  that  at  a  FATICO 
hearing.  Because  of  the  guideline  range  here,  we  view  that 
as  academic,  but  we  don't  think  that  whatever  assistance 
Mr.  Stoffberg  has  provided  would  be  substantial  assistance 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  sentencing  guidelines. 

Otherwise,  we'd  ask  the  Court  to  sentence  this 
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fendant  to  within  the  guideline  range  of  eight  to  14 
“hs.  And  wed  respectfully  ask  the  Court  not  to 

iress,  in  this  case,  an  issue  which  we  don't  believe 
:ds  to  be  addressed  in  the  context  of  this  case. 

THE  COURT:  With  this  guideline  sentence,  the 

rt  would  sentence  the  defendant  to  one  year  and  one  day 
rison.  He  s  a  dangerous  man,  as  revealed  by  the  Court, 
was  a  leader  of  this  massive  attempt  to  circumvent  our 
.itions  regulations. 

It  would  take  into  account  the  Government 
^ressional  information  and  reduce  the  sentence  from  14 
12  months,  which  is  within  the  guidelines.  His 
deline  sentence  --  to  twelve  months  and  one  day.  His 
.deline  sentence,  therefore,  would  have  been  12  months 
one  day. 

However,  as  already  indicated,  I  treat  the  letter 
-  Congress  as,  in  effect,  an  application  for  departure, 
therefore,  depart  downward  to  time  served  and  stay  that 
'tence  for  one  week  to  permit  the  Government  appeal  to 
3  Court  of  Appeals  on  this  issue. 

In  addition,  he  is  sentenced  to  three  years 
trvised  release,  a  fine  of  $20,000.  He  is  to  pay  the 
• . t  for  his  imprisonment  from  this  day  forward.  He  will 
a  $50  assessment. 

I  note  that  the  reason  the  Court  would  go  to  the 
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-  guidelines,  were  it  not  for  Congress' 

,  is  that  there  was  a  threat  of  physical 
this  defendant.  He's  to  be  kept  under  very 
1  under  the  three  year  supervised  release  term, 
into  any  trouble  during  that  year,  he  will  go 
.‘or  three  full  years.  Is  that  clear? 

.  DUNN:  Yes,  Your  Honor.  I  would  just  ask  one 
Honor.  Since  we  don't  know  if  Mr.  Marvin 
nows  now  if  he's  going  to  appeal  this  issue, 
‘  -  id  tell  the  Court  if  he  knows,  number  one. 

two,  if  they  do  intend  to  appeal  and  you've 
i  week,  if  Mr.  Stoffberg  could  be  released 
decision.  He  could  report  every  day  to  -- 
COURT:  I'm  not  going  to  release  him  for  the 

he  wasn't  released  up  to  this  moment.  I 
ill  abscond. 

.  DUNN:  Could  I  ask  Mr.  Marvin  if  at  least  he 
ould  expect  to  appeal  this? 

:!ARVIN:  I'm  not  prepared  to  discuss  that  at 

DUNN:  Judge,  if  there's  a  decision  before 
•s  — 

C  COURT:  Whatever  you  stipulate  to  with  the 
"  fine.  Is  my  decision  clear  now? 

DUNN:  It's  my  understanding,  Judge,  that 
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:nced  Hr.  Stoffberg  to  time  served,  but  you’ve 
:e  week  to  them  an  opportunity  to  appeal,  so, 
.hey  have  -- 

.2  COURT:  Plus  additional  terms. 

.  KRATT:  Your  Honor,  if  the  Government  decides 
tend  to  appeal,  would  Your  Honor  consider,  at 
*.  application  for  his  release  pending  appeal? 

I  COURT:  I'm  not  going  to  give  you  any 

answers.  You  can  come  to  me  at  any  time  on 
I’m  available  all  the  time.  Does  probation 
/.at?  Is  that  a  satisfactory  sentence  under 
iew? 

Z  PROBATION  OFFICER:  Yes,  sir. 

Z  COURT i  Anything  further? 

.  MARVIN:  No,  the  -- 

COURT:  Anything  further? 

.  MARVIN:  No. 


Maureen  Horowitz-Cof f in,  do  certify  that  the 
a  true  and  accurate  transcript  of  the 
in  the  matter  of  United  States  versus 
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Q14  Typewritten  page  dated  September  10,  198  0  beginning 

CONTIDENTIAI-  MEMORANDUM  FOB  THZ  FILE .  .  .  " 


Result  of  examination: 


Conclusions 

A  positive  determination  could  not  be  made  whether 
the  Q14  document  was  prepared  on  "September  10,  1980"  based  on 
paper,  typewriter,  and  ink  analysis. 
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Typewriting 


The  questioned  typewriter  impressions  appearing  on 
Q14  most  closely  correspond  to  Laboratory  standards  for  an  IBM 
Prestige  Elite  style  of  type.  The  typewriting  was  produced  by 
a  single  element  machine  having  a  lift-off  correction 
capability.  The  IBM  typewriters  capable  of 'producing  this 
document  were  commercially  available  prior  to  the.  date  on  the 
document. 

The  ribbon  used  to  prepare  the  document* is  a  carbon 
ribbon  which  would  contain  the  text  of  the  document  in  readable 
form. 


Watermark 

The  watermark  ”Eagle-A  Trojan  Bond  25%  cotton  fiber” 
appears  on  the  Q14  paper.  Paper  bearing  this  watermark  was 
commercially  available  prior  to  the  date  on  the  Q14  document. 

Stacies 


Staplers  having  a  one  half  inch  span  and  producing 
holes  similar  to  those  appearing  in  the  upper  left  corner  of 
Q14  predate  the  Q14  document. 


It  could  nor  be  determined  through  ink  analysis  when 
the  Qlt  document  was  prepared. 

Disposition 

G 14  has  been  photographed  and  is  returned  herewith. 
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September  10,  1930 


m  , 


CONFIDENTIAL  MLMORANDi’M  Cog  THE  r!  LK 


Today  at  Mike.  /Will  or.  .uiator  Tower's  office  called  me 

to  ask  me  if  I  :ouic  meet  with  ii im  to  discuss  a  confidential  matter. 
Subsequently,  at  about  1C  o  V  lock  he  and  bud  McFarlane  came  to  the  office 
and  we  drove  back  down  r.a  the  Hill. 

On  tiie  w.!v,  tc.ev  told  about  their  meeting  with  a 
Mr.  A.  A.  Mohammed.  .%  Malaysian  who  operates  from  Singapore  and  who  came 
to  them  via  an  old  rrienc  or  Senator  Tower's.  Mr.  Mohammed  is  apparently 
influential  and/or  a  -  •••  i  ?  ■'  :  he  -  :  •  v  *?j  in  Ions  movement. 

This  afternoon ,  .  f**uruo  i  •  -.r  cement,  I  met  with  Messrs, 
'bhammed,  Cutler  >  r  :  uno  .  •  >  mok  I.arrv  Silberman  along  tc  the 

meeting . 


As  it  turns  •  ul.  Mr.  M. -hammed  claims  to  have  a  scheme  which 
has  ostensibly  received  the  approval  of  Ayatollah  Khomeini  to  release 
the  hostages  onc'e  the  son  m'  the  Shah's  returned  to  Iran  and  installed 
as  a  figurehead  monarch.  Marrv  and  I  indicated  our  scepticism  about  the 
possibility  of  such  an  exercise,  especially  since  it  also  involves  the 
releasewthe  hostages.  V  repea ted lv  tressed  that  we  could  nothing  to 
interfere  in  this  matter,  and  that  wo  placed  a  high  value  on  the  national 
interest.  Me  indicated  that:  if  he  were  to  come’  to  us  after  the  election, 
providing  we  were  successful*  we  might  he  able  to  be  of  some  assistance 
to  him  in  this  effort.  however,  tor  now,  the  question  of  the  release  of 
the  hostages  is  wholly  within  the  hands  of  President  Carter  and  the  Admin¬ 
istration,  as  it  proper Lv  should  he. 

Mr.  Mohammeu  indicated  r ha t  he  and  other  Moslems  are  terribly 
disappointed  by  the  Carter  Administration,  and  claimed  that  Carter  had 
"let  us  down  time  and  time  again.”  He  was  very  vehement  in  his  denunciation 
of  the  Carter  Administration.  However*  wo  explained  that  while  we  share 
our  distaste  for  the  Carter  Administration,  the  matter  of  the  hostages  is 
one  affectir.,:  tlm  na ;  ionui  ;  ••nv.-l  -t  nc  t  hereforo  could  not  be  made  subject 

to  partisan  devices. 

Both  Larry  and  I  indicated  that  we  would  be  pleased  to  hear 
whatever  additional  news  Mr.  Mohammed  might  be  able  to  turn  up,  and  I  sug¬ 
gested  that  that  information  be  communicated  via  a  secure  channel.  One  of 
the  questions  that  we  had  about  the  scheme  was  more  or  less  resolved:  we 
wanted  to  know  why  this  information  had  not  been  taken  to  the  Administration, 
and  he  indicated  that  he  and  It  is  group  have  no  faith  in  the  Carter  Adminis- 
tration*sincere ty  nr  integritv.  suggested  this  was  a  matter  for  their 

judgment,  but  that  in  r. It-  vti  -..t  -  *  rhn  hostage  matter  we  could  not  become 

active  in  t he  slightest  . 
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FEDERAL  BUREAU  OF  INVESTIGATION 
WASHINGTON,  D.  C.  20535 


To:  Inspector  in  Charge 

Octoprise  Task  Force 


Date:  December  23,  1992 


FBI  File  No.  62A-HQ-102 4847 
Lab  No.  21222015  D  UD 


Reference:  Communication  dated  December  22,  1992 

Your  No.  62A-HQ-1024  84  7 

Re:  OCTOPRISE 


Specimens  received:  December  22,  1992 


Specimens : 

The  following  are  credit  card  receipts  bearing  the  signature 
"R  J  Brenneke"  further  described: 

Q18  Blue  carbon  copy  of  American  Express  cardmember  copy 

invoice  number  225471,  in  the  amount  $13.69 

Q19  White  carbon  copy  of  Q18 

Q20  Original  Chevron  copy  number  U  054904,  in  the  amount 

$5.25 

Q21  Yellow  carbon  copy  of  Cardholder  copy  number  5487679 

K2  The  following  items  bear  the  purported  know^. 

signature  RICHARD  J.  BRENNEKE: 

-Twenty-one  American  Express  credit  card  receipts 
-Two  Mobil  Oil  credit  card  slips 
-Eight  cardholder  receipts 
-Twenty-two  personal  checks 

Enclosures  (6) 
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This  Report  Is  Furnished  For  Official  Use  Only 
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ALSO  SUBMITTED: 


Fingerprint  card  of  RICHARD  BRENNEKE 


Results  of  examination: 

It  was  determined  that  Richard  J.  Brenneke,  K2, 
prepared  the  questioned  signature  on  Q20.  The  questioned 
signatures  on  Q18,  Q19,  and  Q21  were  probably  prepared  by 
Brenneke,  K2. 

Although  the  opinion  regarding  Q18,  Q19,  and  Q21 
is  not  a  positive  identification,  there  are  sufficient 
similarities  to  establish  a  strong  likelihood  that  Brenneke 
prepared  these  questioned  signatures.  The  possibility  of 
another  writer  is  considered  unlikely. 

Q18  through  Q21  and  K2  have  been  photographed  and 
are  returned  herewith. 


Page  2 

21222015  D  WW 


App* 0671 


■ffi)  At  4L  2.  K.  /I-  |t^1 


-r3- 


Tltesda 


^/C  4-  J  r~&  *4  ±  <~1+  £  *-  A/*r. 


&  tsJ PCs  CaJ  ort< 6  is  * 


O'l  /  <7  -**- 


Wednesda 


OCTOBER 

1900 

H 

s 

M 

T 

W 

T 

t 

S 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

/M  aC-4  ^  *  Ar  ^ 


-3-/ 


Coup  Jcd^ou^ 
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Telephone  Conversation 
Between 

Richard  Brennelce  &  Robert  Benes 

Thursday,  October  13,  1988,  time:  1:36 

Robert  Benes  in  Paris,  Richard  Brenneke  in  Western  Oregon 


RB:  Oui . 

RJB :  Robert? 

RB :  Oui. 

RJB:  Robert,  this  is  Dick  Brenneke. 

RB:  How  are  you? 

RJB:  Good,  how  are  you? 

RB :  Ah,  no  good.  (laughing) 

RJB:  Oh,  what's  the  matter? 

RB :  American  television. 

RJB:  Ah,  come  on.  Problems?  No,  no.  I  am  calling  again,  I  am 

back  in  the  United  States  and  now  I'm  thinking  about  coming  back  to 
Europe  perhaps  to  see  you. 

RB :  For  which  business? 

RJB:  Just  to  talk  further  with  you  about  some  business  that  we  can 

do.  But,  I  wanted  to  ask  how  you  were. 

RB :  Just  a  moment. 

RJB:  Are  you  well? 

RB:  Hello? 

RJB:  Yes,  yes. 

RB:  Yes,  yes.  With  pleasure  I  see  you  again  but,  but  I  don't  know 

for  which  business?  Is  it,  this  is  funny,  funny,  funny,  please, 
simply  because  I  have  many,  many  telephone  numbers  on  my  list. 

I  am  very  busy. 

RJB:  Yeah,  yeah.  Your  name,  you,  your  name  was  in  the  paper 

Sunday  in  the  United  States. 

RB:  They  want  my  name  because  it  is,  je  ne  sais  pas,  ah,  liar. 
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RJB :  Thank  you,  Robert. 

RB:  I  will  do  good  work. 

RJB:  Well,  we'll  see.  I'll  send  this  to  you  and  then  -- 


RB:  And  then  when  we  are  in  Paris  I  very  good,  we'll  see 

_ if  we  have  any  business  . . . 

RJB:  Yes,  yes,  of  course...  Allright,  well  I  will  talk  with  you 
again  and  let  you, send  you  this  material,  this  information. 


RB:  Okay. 

RJB:  Okay,  take  care  of  yourself. 

RB:  Okay. 

RJB:  Okay,  bye-bye. 

RB :  Bye  -  bye . 

End  of  conversation  with  Robert  Benes  at  2:00pm, 
Excerpts  from  collect  call  with  Ben  Bradley,  Jr. 


Thursday . 
following. 
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RB:  Okay.  When  I  say  this  to  the  Americans,  "Okay  give  me  the 

Supreme  Court"  (laughter) 

RJB:  Understand,  I  understand  ... 

RB:  Yeah,  it  is  joke,  very  simple  (laughter) 

RJB:  Yeah,  we  don't  know.  But  I  just  called  to  tell  you  because  - 

I  send  you  what  is  in  the  paper. 

RB:  Yes  for  me  it  is  needed  the  printing,  I  don't  understand... 
Maybe  it  is  part  of  the  what,  maybe  it  is  part  of  the  election  no? 

RJB:  I  don't  know.  People  say  you  are  very  important,  very  - 

RB:  Thank  you  very  much. 

RJB:  Yes,  I  tell  you  this  --  Now,  ;  know  Col.  Benes  is  very 
important.  Know, 

RB:  No,  now  I  am  just  a  fool  -- 

RJB:  Is  that  so,  I  don't  believe  that. 

RB:  Yes,  I  help  rescue  persons  who  sink  in  the  court  because  I 

am,  I  am  the  poolboy. 

RJB:  Uh  huh.  Uh  huh.  Yeah,  yeah  I  understand. 

Yeah  I  understand  that.  Well  there  is  something  to  be  important. 

RB:  Well,  I  am  very  glad,  very  glad  to  see  Mr.  Bush  if  nothing 

else . 

RJB:  Yes, yes.  Well,  but  not  perhaps  today,  maybe  you  are  busy. 

RB:  Ah,  well  it  is  something  --  Now,  I  make  the  choisie,  I  kept 

_ ,  I  make  the  hotel  and  the,  extra  warm,  and  then  cool.  It  is 

very,  very,  very,  very,  very  busy.  But  I  am,  the  connection... 

RJB:  Yes,  yes.  Good,  that  is  good. 

RB:  Well,  of  course,  because  . . . 

RJB:  That  is  good  business  I  think... 

RB:  No,  no  and  interesting... 

RJB:  Huh,  what.  Oh,  interesting, .  Yes,  very  interesting. 

RB:  Okay  -- 

RJB:  Okay,  I  send  this  to  you  then  we  talk.  Okay? 

RB:  Okay. 
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RJB:  That  is  the  reason  for  calling. 

RB:  Yes,  yes. 

RJB:  And  they  call  me,  reporters  call  me.  Reporters  call  you. 

Again,  again,  again.  And  I  tell  them,  you  know,  "Go  away".  I  say 
nothing. 

RB:  Yes  because  they  ask  me,  "Do  you  know.  Monsieur  Richard..." 

I  don't  know  him,  yeah,  I  don't  know  him... 

RJB:  Yeah,  they  ask  for  me,  "Do  you  know  Monsieur  Benes?" 

Ah,  there  are  lots  of  Mr.  Beneses  in  Europe,  I  don't  know  which 
one,  ah,  it  is  very  difficult.  So,  but  I  — 

RB:  There  are.  There  are  very  many  Benes  in  the  world,  in 

Czechoslovakia,  in  France,  in  Argentina,  in  USA,  many  Benes  — 

RJB:  Yeah,  yeah  —  you  have,  your  family  is  in  Czechoslovakia. 

RB:  Oh,  well,  a  few, 

RJB:  A  few.  Yeah,  a  few  -- 

RB:  A  part  of  the  world. 

RJB:  (laughter)  I  think  so,  I  think  so.  And,  but,  I  just,  I'm 
calling  — 

RB:  I  know,  but  what  from  me? 

RJB:  Again,  I  don't  understand. 

RB:  That  was  with  my  telephone  number.  On  Tuesday  I  go  to  Jasmine 

on  my  telephone  it  is  so  simple.  Because  it  is  very,  very  stupid. 
And  I,  then,  the  demands  of  — reverts  to  French — ,  it  is  very 
sticky, 

RJB:  Yeah,  yeah.  Always.  Well,  I  just  want  to  see  how  are  you 
are  and  tell  you  what  is  happening.  I  write  this  down  and  send  it 
to  you. 

RB:  Yes,  yes.  Write  to  me,  ah,  yes  and  put  it  on  the  papier  — 

RJB:  Yes, I  will  put  it  on  the  papier  and  send  it  — 

RB:  It  is  difficult  to  understand  — 

RJB:  It  is  easier  to  understand,  I  think. 

RB:  Because  I  don't  (laughter) 

RJB:  Yeah,  it  is  easier  then  to  understand.  And  you  are,  you  are, 

for  many  people,  a  very  important  man. 
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RJB:  You  read  that. 


RB:  Your  paper,  we  have  nothing  in  french.  I'm  very  good  to  read 

one  (garbled  words) . 

RJB:  Yes,  I  will  send  this  so  you  can  read  it.  And  you  can  tell 

me  if  this  is  correct.  I  don't  know  if  it  is  correct  or  not  but  I 
will  send  it  to  you  to  read  it. 

RB:  Yes,  but,  you  know,  I  am  not  admitting  to  it  because  you  are 

_  me.  You  do,  too,  I  am  not  _ . 

RJB:  Well,  I  know.  I  understand.  People  say  that  you  were  a 
friend  of  Mr.  Casey,  you  know  about  these  things  and  so  forth. 
Now,  I  have  no  answer.  I  say  nothing.  I  don't  know.  I  say 
nothing  about  this.  But,  I  tell  you,  I  put  this  in  a  letter  for 

you  to  explain  what  is  being  said  because  people  talk  also  about  me 

and  sometimes  it's  not  good.  Too  much  talking. 

RB:  Yeah,  but  I  think  what  these  people  are  talking  about,  well, 

it's  for  what ? 

RJB:  I  don't  know.  I  don't  know  the  reason. 

RB :  What  they  want  to  prove,  from  Mr.  Bush  or  not  from  Mr.  Bush? 

RJB :  I  do  not .... 

RB:  What  these  (expectations)? 

RJB:  They  want  to  prove  that  Mr.  Bush  was  helping  to  free  the 

hostages  in  France.  That  he  was  meeting  in  France  to  help  free  the 

American  hostages.  And  I  --  So,  maybe  he  did  but  this  they  say 

that  the  proof  is,  did  Mr.  Bush  go  to  France  to  help  free  hostages? 
That  is  the  question.  That  is  the  question,  that  is  the  question 
people  ask.  It  is  a  serious  question  but  that  is  why  tv  '  talk 
with  you  because  of,  also,  Mr.  Casey  and  maybe  Mr.  Br  d  so 

forth,  maybe  you  talked  with  them,  maybe  not,  do  you  '•  und? 

RB :  Yes,  but  I'm  not  in  the  position,  it  is  imposs 

RJB:  Well,  I  say  nothing,  I  say  nothing  ... 

RB :  But  you  have  also  been  hinting... 

RJB:  I  say  nothing  because  -- 

RB:  I  don't  know  Mr.  Bush,  not  yet,  I  hope  maybe  someday  — 

RJB:  Well,  perhaps,  perhaps,  yes  both  of  us.  But  I  don't  know, 

that  is  why  they  call. 

RB:  That,  that  blowing  the  bubble  ? 
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RB:  Yes,  but  what  for.... 

RJB:  Yeah,  I  understand. 

RB:  For  what? . (missing  phrase) 

RJB:  Yeah,  well,  I  don't  know.  I  just,  I  met,  I  talked,  I  tell 
you  this,  I  think  this  man  you  met  in,  Mr.  Killian,  in  France  that 
we  met,  I  think  will  talk  to  you  and  possibly  will  bring  up  money 
for  looking  at  papers,  for  talking  about  1980  and  Mr.  Casey,  and  so 
forth . 


RB:  _  Mr.  Bush  and  Mr.  Casey  in  1980  in  which 

city  because  I  knew  DeGualle,  is  it  possible? 

RJB:  I  don't  know,  I  don't  know  the  answer.  But,  I  think  this 

will  happen  and  more,  I  think,  possibly  people  in  U.S.  government, 
in  American  government,  will  talk  to  you.  They,  government 
officers  also  want  to  talk  to  you,  I  think. 

RB:  But  I  don't  know  for  what?  Because  a  talk  with  Mr.  Bush  and 

they  hunt  with  Bush.  For  what  me,  because  I  don't  know  Mr.  Bush. 

RJB:  Oh  no,  they  think  you  understand. 

RB:  No,  because  I  don't  understand  because  we  don't,  that's  not 

information  but  the,  that  can't  be  said,  you  see,  in  the  newspapers 
I  am  my  name  because  they  learned  my  name,  we  don't  know  for  what, 
for  what  the  people  ask,  we  don't  know  Mr.  Bush,  for  what?  I  don't 
understand. 

RJB:  Yeah,  okay,  I  send  you . 

RB:  Because  Mr.  Bush  is  the  (president),  he's  a  (rubber)  man,  he's 
a,  because  he's  not  quite  mad. 

RJB:  No,  no,  no. 

RB:  I  don't  know,  for  what? 

RJB:  No,  they  say  Mr.  Bush,  in  1980,  was  helping  with  the  hostages 
in  Tehran  in  Iran  at  the  U.S.  Embassy.  Mr.  Bush  was  helping  to  get 
them  free,  they  say. 

RB:  This  is  an  American  problem,  this  is  not  my  problem. 

RJB:  I  understand,  but  that  is  what  they  say. 

RB :  I  never  go  to  Tehran,  I  don't  know  Iran.  (garbled  words) . 

RJB:  I  understand.  I  will  send  you  the  newspaper  information  from 

the  United  States. 

RB:  Yes. 
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That  would  be  stupid,  is  but  I  do  not,  I  don't  know  how  to  say  in 
English . 

RJB:  I'm  sorry,  my  poor  french,  my  french  is  so  bad. 

RB:  And  my  English  is  so  poor. 

RJB:  No,  your  English  is  okay. 

RB:  Oh,  stop  it,  you  cannot  fool  me. 

RJB:  No,  but  my  french  should  be  better  and  it  is  not.  But,  we 

try.  . .but,  I  know  that  people  say  yes,  yes,  Robert,  in  1980,  he  was 

talking  to  Mr.  Bush  and  Mr.  Casey,  and  so  forth  and  so  forth . 

I  don't  know. 

RB:  I  interrupt  you.  Yes,  and  they  too  agree. 

RJB:  This,  keep  in . 

RB:  And  for  what,  I  talk  with  Mr.  Casey  and  Mr.  Bush  for  what? 

RJB:  I  don't  know. 

RB:  Well,  we'll  have  to . . 

because  I  do  not  _ . 

RJB:  Yeah. 

RB:  It  is  unnormal  (?)  . 

RJB:  Yes,  yes.  It's  difficult  to  understand  because  you  and  I,  we 

talk,  and  understand  each  other. 

RB:  Yes,  I  understand  you  and  you  understand  me.  I 

don' t . 

RJB:  The  other  people  I  don't  know.  I  don't  know  what  they  are 

asking . 

RB:  But  for  what,  you  know?  I  know  Bush,  for  what,  you  propose 

what,  you  say  I  know  Bush,  for  what? 

RJB:  They  want  to  say,  uh,  okay,  they  say  Mr.  Bush  in  Paris  in 

1980.  I  say,  well,  I  don't  know.  But  they  say  Robert  knows. 
Robert  knows  Mr.  Casey  so,  and  maybe  Robert  saw  Mr.  Bush  in  1980. 
I  don't  know.  For  me,  I  say  nothing,  I  don't  know. 

RB:  Nothing,  okay. 

RJB:  I  don't  know,  what  does  Robert  know?  I  don't  know.  No 

answer.  So,  I  just  am  calling,  I  know  that  people  will  offer  money 
to  you,  will  give  you  money  for  talking  about . 
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RJB:  Okay.  They,  they  talked,  she  has  called  me  and  I  did  not 

know  if  she  calls  you. 

RB:  Yes,  yes.  Never  call  me. 

RJB:  Okay. 

RB:  Newspapers  said  me,  Miss  Barbara  give  your  name. 

RJB:  There's  a  lady,  she  is  in  the  United  States  in  California. 

RB:  Yeah,  in  California.  She  worked  before  in  the  (Pentagon). 

RJB:  Yeah,  I  don't  know  whereall .  She  was  in  Washington,  D.C.  for 

awhile  and  now  is  in  California.  I  know  who  she  is. 

RB:  Because  I  have  a  telephone  number  from  Washington,  Hotel 

Washington . 

RJB:  Is  that  so? 

RB :  Is  stupid.  But  from  what  why  not  talk  directly  with  Mr.  Bush? 

You  have  to  tell  Mr.  Bush  that  you  know  that  this  is  possible... 

RJB:  Again,  I'm  sorry,  I . 

RB:  I  want  to  talk  with  Mr.  Bush  because  he  is  a  big,  big  man  with 

many  considersation  in  Europe.  But,  I  don't  know  who's  head  of  the 
controversy . 

RJB:  But,  you  did  not  talk  to  him.  Did  you? 

RB  :  Never  talked,  never  seen,  never . on  television  and  movie. 

RJB:  Yeah. 

RB :  All  the  poeple  in  the  world. 

RJB:  Yeah,  yeah.  I  understand,  understand. 

RB :  It  is  really  is  very,  very,  very  stupid  and  funny.  Now,  I 
give  a  name,  Mr.  Dupont  (ph)  .  I  give  you  a  telephone.  You  call 
yourself,  Mr.  Dupont,  in  Marseilles  or  in  France,  is  different, 
monsieur . 

RJB:  Now,  wait  a  minute,  this  man,  you  want  me  to  call  someone. 

RB :  I  do  not  know  in  English,  my  wife  is  not  here.  The  world  is 

( french  word)  . 

RJB:  Yeah,  okay.  Is  this  to  talk  to  someone? 

RB:  This  morning,  at  6:00,  ring  me  back  again.  Hello?  This  is 

Robert  Benes.  Hello?  Other  times  I  say,  shit,  it  is  not  possible. 
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RJB:  Yeah,  I  understand.  A  journalist  who  talked  to  you.  There 

is,  your  name  is  coming  up  more  and  more.  In  fact,  I  tell  you, 
that  some  now  are  considering  talking  to  you,  paying  you  for  the 
interviews  and  for  looking  at  your  papers. 

RB:  . right  to  give  me  the  papers  with  my  endeavors.  This  is 

funny . 

RJB:  Yeah.  This  is  what,  this  I  understand . 

RB:  I  have  a  memo  in  the  Washington  Post,  Mademoiselle  Barbara 

Honnegger . 

RJB:  Oh? 

RB:  It  is,  mentions  my  name,  yes. 

RJB:  Yeah,  yeah. 

RB  :  Did  you  notice  anything . ? 

RJB:  Yeah,  I  saw  the . I  have  not  seen  the  thing,  the  story, 

but  I  understand  that  that  happened,  yeah,  yeah. 

RB:  But,  I  never,  I  do  not  know  Barbara,  never  seen  Barbara. 

RJB:  Yeah,  I . 

RB :  This  Barbara,  she  knows  me  or  why? 

RJB:  Again,  I  don't  understand. 

RB:  I've  never  seen  this  girl. 

RJB:  Yeah. 

RB:  But,  her  money,  she  said  she  was  from  newspaper.  I  remember 

Barbara,  she  offered  me  money  if  I  give  name  and  telephone  number, 
and  she  sent  me  money,  no.  Is  business  for  Barbara,  aussi. 

RJB:  Yeah,  yeah. 

RB:  Yeah,  yeah,  I  went  to  see  Barbara. 

RJB:  Barbara? 

RB:  Yes,  because  I  interested,  in  France,  to  (french  word) .  I 

don't  know  in  English.  Is  not  true,  heh?  What  she  say,  heh? 

For  what,  for  what,  because  we  don't  understand. 

RJB:  Have  you  talked  to  this  lady  Barbara,  did  she  call  you? 

RB:  Non.  Is  the  newspapers  that  made  Barbara  give  the  name. 
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15  January  1985 

The  Vice  President 

BE:  Reeveses  race  by  IRAN  to  the  US I7ZD  STATES 


I  an  writing  tc  ash  ycur  assistance  in  dealing  with  requests  nade 
by  the  government  ci  Iran  regarding  Middle  last  peace  and  the 
normalization  cf  relaticns  with  the  United  States. 

My  partner  and  I  have  been  ccr.tacted  by  officials  cf  the  Iranian 
cevernnent .  They  have  asked  us  tc  assist  then  in  bringing  their 
requests  tc  the  attention  cf  appropriate,  responsible  officials 
of  the  cevernnent  cf  the  United  States.  You  are  such  a  person. 
They  have  triad  tc  cc  so  therselves,  but  with  nc  success. 

Tc  help  you  answer  two  obvious  questions:  I  have  attached  a 
listing  of  references  when  you  nay  call  tc  determine  who  we  are. 
There  are  very  coed  reasons  why  the  Iranians  approached  us  and 
I  would  be  pleased  tc  discuss  these  with  vcu. 

Iran  has  offered  tc  meet  with  representative  (s)  of  the  United 
States:  tc  discuss  normalization  of  relations  with  the  U.S.  and 

net hods  of  achieving  peace  in  the  Middle  East.  They  are  willing 
tc  also  provide  ongoing  intelligence  information,  especially  with 
regard  tc  terrorist  activities.  They  are  also  willing  to  provide, 
as  a  gesture  of  their  good  faith,  several  current  Russian  weapons 
systems  which  are  wanted  by  the  Department  cf  Defense. 

Attached  is  an  outline  of  the  procedure  I  have  followed  in  bring¬ 
ing  cur  information  tc  the  attention  cf  the  U.S.  cevernnent. 

Because  we  learned  cf  considerable  military  and  political 
intelligence  as  well  as  the  offer  cf  weapons  systems,  I  first 
brought  this  situation  to  the  attention  cf  the  Department  of 
Defense  immediately  upon  learning  cf  it  in  mid-Movember  19E5. 
Because  of  the  responses  from  CCD  I  waited  until  early  January 
19  86  and  then  brought  this  to  the  attention  cf  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  . 

COD  has  reviewed  the  intelligence  information  I  gave  them  and,  I 
believe,  found  it  to  be  substantially  accurate.  This  information 
is  contained  in  the  two  attached  memoranda  and  details  Iran's 
offer  and  several  ccerational  attempts  to  deal  with  Iran  by  the 
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U.  S.  go vernmer.t.  Cue  to  the  nature  cf  the  material  involved , 
have  restricted  the  information  to  these  who  have  had  a  da  find 
need  to  knew  adcut  it.  I  an  told  it  is  considered  quota  ser.si 

COD  ultimately  concluded  that  they  could  not  proceed.  Thev  to-- 
me  that  the  policy  of  the  United  States  with  recard  to  Iran  has 
not  chanced  and  that  r.c  further  discussion  cf  tha  Iranian  effar 
is  possible  at  present. 

We  have  had  no  reply  from  the  State  Department  as  cf  this  data. 

Iran  approached  us  in  mid-Movember  19  8  3  and  the  information  was 
immediately  relayed  to  DCD.  DOD  asked  for,  and  we  obtained  for 
them,  several  extensions  of  time  so  that  they  could  further 
consider  the  situation.  However,  considerable  time  has  passed. 

We  have  been  told  by  cur  Iranian  contacts  that  if  there  is  no 
action  or  reply  very  seen  they  will  have  no  choice  but  to  negotiate 
with  the  Russians  for  assistance. 

At  present  Russia  has  a  delegation  in  Tehran  which  is  attempting 
negotiate  an  arms  and  assistance  pact  with  Iran.  Russia  desires 
to  re-ecuip  tha  Iranian  armed  forces  in  exchange  for  Russian  cent 

of  the  Iranian  navy  and  control  of  operations  in  the  Gulf.  Iran 

dees  not  want  to  become  another  Afghanistan  nor  does  it  wish  to 

become  a  Russian  satellite.  Unfortunately,  they  may  have  no  chci 

The  Iranian  officials  have  stated  that  they  will  have  their 
Ambassador  meet,  unofficially  if  you  wish,  with  a  responsible 
representative  of  the  United  States.  They  will  do  this  immediately, 
anywhere  in  the  world.  They  would  prefer  such  a  meeting  to  be  held 
in*  secret. 

At  this  meeting  they  will  provide  the  U.S.  representative  with  a 
memorandum  signed  by  their  highest  government  officials  outlining 
a  several  year  course  which  they  here  will  serve  as  a  pre-agenda 
for  talks  leading  to  peace  and  the  eventual  normalization  cf  U.S.- 
Iran  relations.  They  will  also  provide  for  immediate  transfer  to 
a  MATO  country  for  the  U.S.  of  one  T-80  tank..  They  will  also  wish 
to  discuss  the  purchase  of  defensive  weapons. 

I  am  not  certain  whether  the  decision  given  me  by  DCD  is  the  final 
U.S.  decision  cn  the  subject  cf  discussions  with  Iran. 


I  believe  that  this  is  an  hcr.es t  gesture  on  the  part  cf  Iran 
not  see  why  talking  with  them  in  secret  would  in  any  wav  dam. 
the  United  States.  I  do  not  think  that  the  goal  cf  cur  fore 
policy  is  to  turn  the  Gulf  into  a  Russian  sea  and  to '.allow  R 
to  strengthen  its  influence  in  the  Middle  East.  However,  ur. 
can  assist  in  opening  discussions  it  seems  that  this  will  ha 


Any  assistance  cr  advice  you  can  give  me  with  regard  to  this  p 
would  be  very  greatly  appreciated.  Since  time  is  essential,  I 
willing  to  come  to  Washington,  at  my  own  expense,  to  discuss  t 
entire  situation  with  anyone  you  designate.  Thank  you  in  adva 
for  your  assistance. 


Tours , 


r' 
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731  EIGHTH  STREET  S  E. 

WASHINGTON.  D  C.  20003 


Friday,  June  10,  1988 

Mr.  Lindsay  Mattison 
International  Center  for 
Development  Policy 
731  Eighth  Street,  S.  E. 

Washington,  DC  20003 

Dear  Mr.  Mattison, 

In  the  next  few  months,  the  American  public  will  bg  hit  with 
a  series  of  startling  new  revelations  in  the  Courts  and  before 
Congress.  Soon  there  will  be  new  information  about  Executive 
Branch  involvement  in  drug  trafficking  and  illegal  arms  shipments 
in  support  of  the  Contras. 

Some  of  these  charges  will  involve  the  staff  of  Vice  President 
George  Bush. 

Here  at  the  International  Center,  we  have  located  and  brought 
onto  our  investigative  team  the  most  important  and  explosive  witness 
in  the  Iran-Contra  Scandal  yet  to  come  forward  —  Richard  Brenneke, 
who  for  13  years  served  as  a  contract  agent  for  the  Central  Intel¬ 
ligence  Agency. 

Mr.  Brenneke  was  among  the  key  agents  hired  to  set  up  a  secret 
Contra  supply  network  —  three  years  before  Lt.  Col.  Oliver  North 
launched  his  now  famous  covert  operation. 

The  information  Mr.  Brenneke  is  bringing  to  light  is  shocking 
and  of  timely  importance  to  the  public. 

The  International  Center  staff  now  has  access  to  letters  which 
Brenneke  wrote  to  the  CIA,  the  White  House,  and  the  State  Depart¬ 
ment  protesting  an  arrangement  he  discovered  between  the  Medellin 
Cocaine  Cartel  in  Colombia  and  the  Reagan  Administration. 

Mr.  Brenneke  tells  us  that  the  only  response  he  received  from 
these  letters  were  orders  to  *shut  up*  and  a  threat  by  U.S.  govern¬ 
ment  officials  to  prosecute  him. 

According  to  Brenneke,  the  U.S.  government  traded  access  for 
drugs  into  the  United  States  to  the  Cocaine  Cartel  in  return  for 
their  aid  to  the  Contras.  The  Contra- supply  networTT" used  the 
Cartel1 8  airplanes^  pilots  and  ground  facilities,  as  well  as 
profits  from  drug  sales. 

Mr.  Brenneke  also  told  International  Center  staff  that  Vice 
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Pres ident  Bush  1 s  Na  t iona 1  Secur i ty  Advisor,  Donald  Gregg ,  was  a  key 
contact  For  the  arms  network  and  that  Gregg  brushed  off:  concerns 
Brenneke  presented  about  receiving  aid  from  the  Cartel. 

In  just  two  weeks  on  the  Center  staff,  Brenneke  has  been  the 
lead  story  on  CBS  Network  News  and  ABC  News  and  in  NEWSWEEK 
magazine. 

With  your  help,  we  at  the  International  Center,  will  make  sure 
that  the  full  truth  is  brought  to  light. 

For  more  than  two  years,  I  have  been  associated  with  the 
International  Center  here  in  Washington,  working  with  an  investi¬ 
gative  team  that  has  mounted  an  extensive  independent  probe  into 
illegal  actions  by  the  Reagan  Administration . 

It  was  the  Center's  investigative  work  that  helped 
uncover  the  secret  operation  being  run  out  of  the 
White  House  by  Lt .  Col.  Oliver  North. 

The  Center's  investigators  traced  the  pattern  of 
illegal  arms  shipments,  payments  to  offshore  bank 
accounts,  and  involvement  of  high  Administration 
officials . 

We  found  witnesses  who  described  how  Lt .  Col.  North 
made  illegal  cash  payments  to  the  Contras,  arranged 
secret  arms  shipments  during  the  Congressional  ban, 
and  guided  the  cover-up  at  the  White  House,  the 
Pentagon  and  the  CIA. 

Both  the  press  and  the  Congress  have  come  to  depend  on  our 
independent  research  team. 

The  NEW  YORK  TIMES  now  calls  the  Center  "an  influential  and 
well-informed  source"  on  the  scandals.  Center  staff  and  witnesses 
appeared  on  ABC  News,  "20/20",  CBS  News,  "West  57th  Street"  and  "60 
Minutes"  during  the  initial  investigations . 

The  CHRISTIAN  SCIENCE  MONITOR  summed  up  the  role  of  the 
International  Center: 

"The  Center  has  played  a  major  role  in  investigating 
the  extensive  private  network  of  Americans  who  have 
advised  and  supplied  Nicaragua's  contra  rebels.  It 
has  been  a  key  source  of  information  for  Congressional 
committees  looking  into  the  issue." 

The  need  for  your  support  now 'is  urgent.  The  full  extent  of 
White  House  involvement  and  that  of  the  CIA  has  yet  to  be  uncovered. 

We  at  the  Center  are  committed  to  doing  everything  we  can  to 
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confront  this  travesty  of  justice  and  democracy  —  and  ensure  that 
the  American  people  know  the  full  truth.  With  your  help ,  we  can . 

But  there  is  a  great  deal  of  work  to  be  done.  Brenneke's 

testimony  must  be  confirmed  with  hard  evidence.  Documents  have  to 
be  recovered  ...  phone  records  must  be  identified  ...  links  to  the 
White  House,  CIA,  and  other  agencies  must  be  investigated  ...  and 
Mr.  Brenneke's  notes  must  be  carefully  reconstructed. 

I  know  you  can  appreciate  that  the  International  Center  must 

take  on  this  urgent  task.  No  other  group  is  better  prepared  to 

provide  public  information  central  to  the  coming  debates. 

More  than  500  influential  private  citizens  have  become 
involved  in  the  International  Center's  work  during  the  past  five 
years.  Included  are  former  officials  of  the  Departments  of  State 
and  Treasury,  retired  military  officers,  and  leaders  in  academia, 
business,  and  labor  --  all  working  together  as  volunteers. 

We  helped  bring  the  first  reports  of  the  Administration's 
once  "secret  war"  in  Nicaragua  to  the  attention  of  the 
public. 

We  helped  expose  the  grisly  truth  about  El  Salvador's  death 
squads  in  tens  of  millions  of  living  rooms  through  a  special 
CBS  News-Waiter  Cronkite  interview. 

We  provided  information  which  contributed  substantially  to 
Capitol  Hill  support  for  the  peace  initiative  undertaken  by  the 
four  nations  involved  in  implementing  the  Central  American  Peace 
Plan . 


As  a  former  U.S.  Ambassador,  I  have  seen  firsthand  how 
dangerous  —  and  tragically  shortsighted  —  is  the  Administra¬ 
tion's  foreign  policy.  That  is  why  I  am  absolutely  committed  to 
the  Center's  groundbreaking  investigative  work. 

This  recent  breakthrough  is  a  result  of  our  cooperation  with 
hearings  held  by  the  Senate  Foreign  Relations  subcommittee  headed 
by  Senator  John  Kerry.  These  hearings  grew,  in  large  part,  out  of 
our  investigation  of  the  secret  "private"  aid  network  run  out  of 
the  White  House  by  Lt .  Col.  North. 

The  Kerry  hearings,  held  in  February,  uncovered  the  CIA  and 
North's  ties  to  Panama's  General  Noriega  —  and  Noriega's  ties  to 
Colombian  drug  lords . 

The  Kerry  hearings  will  continue  throughout  June  and  July. 

They  will  force  the  release  of  still  more  Iran-Contra  documents  and 
will  generate  vital  testimony  —  not  heard  by  other  Congressional 
committees . 
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And  the  trial  of  Lt .  Col.  Oliver  North,  Admiral  John  Poin¬ 
dexter,  General  Richard  V.  Secord,  and  Albert  Hakim  —  set  to  run 
throughout  the  summer  and  fall  —  will  provide  a  critical  forum  to 
uncover  the  truth. 

Our  experience  with  Senator  Kerry's  investigations  in  the 
past  —  as  well  as  our  knowledge  of  the  issues  and  our  standing 
with  the  press  —  are  invaluable  assets  to  meet  the  challenge  we 
now  face. 

We  have  a  great  deal  of  work  ahead  of  us.  I  know  you  agree 

with  me  that  we  cannot  miss  this  chance  to  make  certain  Mr. 

Brenneke's  testimony  is  heard  —  to  inform  the  public  fully  about 
the  role. of  federal  officials  and  government  agencies  in  the  very 
schemes  they  are  sworn  to  prevent. 

We  simply  must  have  your  help  now  if  we're  to  meet  our  goal. 

The  Center’s  overhead  costs  are  covered  principally  by 
foundation  grants,  but  we  must  obtain  additional  funds  to  pay 
the  cost  of  this  extraordinary  investigation.  In  the  next  60 
days  alone,  our  investigation  will  need  $50,000. 

Time  is  short  if  our  investigation  is  to  make  a  contribution 

in  1988.  We  simply  don't  have  enough  time  to  raise  these  funds  by 

traditional  means.  I  am  hoping  that  50  far-sighted  and  enlightened 
Americans  will  each  contribute  $1,000  to  help  us  meet  these  imme¬ 
diate  needs  —  and  that  you'll  be  one  of  them. 

Your  tax-deductible  gift  of  $1,000  will  help  underwrite  the 
expenses  of  our  investigative  team  and  of  our  work  to  make  their 
urgent  findings  known  to  Congress  and  the  news  media. 

Please,  then,  take  time  today  to  write  out  a  check  to  the 
International  Center. 

There  is  much  more  to  be  discovered  —  in  Senator  Kerry's 
hearings  and  in  the  months  of  trial  ahead.  You  can  make  sure, 
with  your  $1,000  gift  to  the  International  Center,  that  our  team 
is  at  work  here  in  Washington  to  uncover  the  full  truth  —  and 
bring  it  to  the  light  of  day. 


Sincerely, 

fiiAsr 

Robert  E.  White 
President 
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Dear  Hr «  Prennakaj 

Tour  failure  to  appear  on  Monday  of  thia  weak  —  as  you  told 
me  you  would  —  is  cause  for  my  putting  an  end  to  our  relationship. 

This  is  not  the  first  time  your  non^srf oroance  has  embarrassed  me 
or  inconvienenoed  our  staff  and  others. 

The  arrangement  which  we  had  was  premised  upon  your  seat  efforts 
to  work  with,  the  International  Center  staff  to  document  the  activities 
—  gun-running,  drug  smuggling,  illegal  "Contra"  aid,  etc.  —  which 
you  claimed  to  have  engaged  in  on  behalf  of  the  Vice-President's  staff 
said  others  in  the  U.S.,  jovernment,  To  do  this  you  would  have  to  be 
present  henre  in  Washington,  produce  promised  documents.,  solicit 
the  assistance  of  past  associated  and  assist  us  m  fact-finding. 

Instead,  you  hare  mostly  —  during  the  period  of  ampoloyment  *— 
stayed  in  Portland,  failed  to  produce  even  your  own  chrnnolgy  of 
past  events,  and  pled  a  variety  of  excused  —  including  ill  health, 
financial  embroilment,  and  legal  risk.  Now,  you  again  postpone 
activities  for  which  you  led  me  to  beleive  you  would  be  available 
in  Washington  to  perfowtu  Tou  ask  me  to  consult  with  your  lawyer 
to  work  out  a  clearer  arrangment. 

You  are  not  a  movie  star  and  X  an  not  a  company  seeking  to 
make  a  movie  which  you  can  disrupt  by  sulking  in  your  tent.  Instead, 
you  have  simply  ended  our  relationship  by  non-performance , 

I  agreed  to  pay  you  ShOOQ  per  month  for  six  months.  Tou  asked 
that  an  top  of  thia  I  pay  your  living  expenses  and  travel  costs  while 
here  in  Washington.  Ws  did  not  coma  to  an  agreement  on  this.  Instead, 
I  bore  the  costs  of  your  stays  hare  and  tried  to  say  cut  travel  down, 
until  we  agree.  Toni  pushed  for  more  trips  to  Portland  —  and  then 
had  many  excuses  for  not  returning.  I  went  so  fax-  as  to  send  MMhbt 
Blake  to  Portland  —  twice  --  to  help  you  gather  documents,  t*  etc. 

Now,  you  say  I  must  come  to  a  new  arrangement  with  you  lawyer. 

I  do  not  and  will  not  make  any  further  arrangement  with  you. 

You  have  refused  to  perform,  and  I  m  through  trying  to  enforce 
0  our  agreement.  Tour  expanses  as  submitted  (on  top  of  the  hotel 
and  other  living  costs  which  1  have  paid)  are  absurd,  undocumented, 
not  agreed  to,  and  won't  be  paid.  1  have  informed  our  travel  agent 
to  refuse  all  requests  from  you,  instructed  mj  staff  to  collect 
your  papers  and  return  them,  and  explained  to  them  that  as  of  July 
31,  1988  you  are  not  associated  with  us. 

I  had  high  hopes  for  our  association,  and  explored  with  you 
ways  to  stabliza  your  financial  sitiati  an  and  professional  caxreer, 
and  looked  forward  to  helping  you  find  a  permanent  role  in  the  aresn* 
of  public  policy  research.  I  am  sorry  that  these  hopes  were  misplaced* 


yp  truly, 

.-1 A 

hdsaj  Mattimsn 
Director 
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6  September  1988 
Washington  D.C. 

FOR:  Lindsay  Mattison 

FROM:  Dick  Brenneke 

!•  Here  is  a  proposal  suggesting  an  approach  which  I  believe 

or- 

will  be^benefit  the  Center  in  information,  direction  and  future 
funding.  In  it  I  have  set  out  the  next  steps  I  believe  necessary.  I 
would  like  to  discuss  this  proposal  with  you  in  detail  after  you  have 
had  time  to  read  it  and  think  about  it. 

2.  Z  magazine,  Peter  Kadhammar,  published  a  long  story  about  me 
and  the  Bofors  sales  in  their  September  1988  edition.  The  original  is 
attached.  I  also  sent  a  copy  to  Mr.  Timmerman,  Bob  Parry's  associate 
on  Newsweek1  s  European  desk. 

Kadhammar  has  generated  considerable  interest  with  this  story  and 
I  have  had  several  calls  from  European  journalists. 

3.  Jonathan  Edwards  has  runs  his  documentary  on  Swedish 
television  this  week.  It  has  been  previewed  by  a  number  of  journalists 
and  he  has  several  requests  for  it  from  television  stations  in  other 
European  countries  and  the  United  States.  Even  before  it  has  run,  it 
is  causing  a  stir.  He  will  send  a  tape  for  you  later  this  week. 

4.  Jonathan  Edwards  called  today  from  London.  He  is  recovering 
from  a  very  serious  accident  but  is  now  back  at  work.  His  company 
would  like  to  bring  me  to  Europe  at  their  expense  about  September  15th 
to  meet  with  numerous  Swedish  government  officials.  He  is  making  the 
appointments  now.  I  explained  that  travel  and  meetings  in  Europe  are 
subject  to  your  approval.  The  Swedish  government  has  asked  that  we 
keep  any  discussion  of  meetings  confidential.  I  agreed  to  that. 

5.  Jonathan  has  lined  up  several  meetings  for  me  designed  to 
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assist  them  in  tracking  down  information  regarding  Bofors'  howitzer 
sales.  This  could  involve  a  veritable  hegira  as  they  would  like  me  to 
go  to  England,  France,  Germany,  Sweden,  Nigeria  and  the  Middle  East.  I 
don’t  know  how  they  missed  the  Far  East  but  I'm  sure  they'll  add  it. 

6.  As  a  result  of  the  magazine  and  television  coverage,  Jonathan 
is  arranging  for  me  to  meet  with  several  European  journalists.  Might 
be  a  good  thing  to  put  the  Center's  name  out  in  Europe. 

7.  I  met  with  Jack  Blum  several  times  last  week.  I  don't  know 
where  he  will  go  from  here.  He  is  waiting  for  documents  from  both  the 
F.B.I.  and  the  Central  Intelligence  Agency.  He  is  convinced  that  the 
Agency  has  been  lying  to  him  and  is  trying  to  get  past  that.  I  intend 
to  stay  in  touch  with  him. 

8.  I  told  Jack  Blum  that  Rich  Muller  had  received  a  call  from  the 
Customs'  agent  with  whom  I  did  some  work  several  years  ago.  He  would 
like  to  meet  with  me  in  Houston  to  discuss  the  ground  rules  for  talking 
with  Blum.  I  don't  know  what  these  will  be  as  he  refuses  to  discuss 
the  situation  on  the  telephone.  He  wants  to  see  me  in  person.  I  told 
Jack  about  this  and  explained  I  would  need  to  talk  to  you  before  I  went 
anywhere . 

9.  Der  Spiegel  came  out  this  morning  with  a  long  article  in 
which  I  play  a  part.  They  are  sending  over  a  copy  Tuesday.  I  will  see 
that  the  original  is  put  on  your  desk.  They  seem  quite  pleased  with 
the  results  and  plan  to  do  a  follow  up.  They  would  like  to  have  me 
introduce  them  to  two  people  in  Europe  and  several  people  in  the  Middle 
East.  They  would  also  like  to  sit  in  on  a  meeting  with  Bani-Sadr  and 
me  in  Paris.  If  I  go  to  Sweden,  I  can  do  this  at  the  same  time.  I 
told  them  I  would  get  back  to  them  later  this  week  on  their  request. 
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10.  Attached  are  two  summaries.  The  one  titled  "Iran:  Early 
Arms  Sales"  provides  an  analysis  and  summary  of  Barbara  Honegger's 
information  and  adds  information  I  have.  It  suggests  several  very 
fruitful  areas  of  inquiry  that  should  be  followed  up. 

The  summary  on  Frank  Camper  probably  contains  nothing  new.  I 
discussed  it  with  Jack  Blum  and  he  seems  to  be  aware  of  what  I  have 
there.  I  think  the  F.B.I.  item  should  be  followed  up,  though,  as  it 
could  yield  interesting  results. 

11.  I  sent  a  copy  of  the  report  Blake  did  to  Stuart  Diamond  at 
the  New  York  Times  and  talked  to  Diamond  after  he  had  read  it.  He  was 
very  impressed  and  mav  follow  up  some  of  it  himself.  Unfortunately,  he 
is  going  back  to  Harvard  for  law  school  soon. 

12.  Banl-Sadr  can  be  reached  in  Paris  at  his  home  telephone: 
39540147. 

13.  I  am  leaving  for  Portland  this  Thursday  and  expect  to  return 
to  D.C.  the  following  Thursday.  You  did  say  that  I  could  take  one  trip 
to  Portland  each  month  and  I  have  been  gone  a  little  over  three  weeks 
now. 

Unless  ve  agree  on  something  else,  I  plan  to  come  directly  back  to 
Washington.  I  would  like  to  see  people  in  Seattle,  Los  Angeles  and 
Texas  as  soon  as  possible,  though.  All  can  be  of  assistance,  as  the 
proposal  explains. 

In  Seattle  I  have  a  friend  looking  into  the  backgrounds  of  some  of 
the  people  I  have  met  in  an  attempt  to  locate  two  of  them  who  live  on 
the  West  Coast.  In  Los  Angeles,  Public  Radio  and  Television  -  Ian 
Moss,  would  like  to  do  another  interview  with  me  on  Iran-contra.  In 
Austin,  the  ABC  affiliate  would  like  to  interview  me  for  a  news 


broadcast  and  talk  show  in  their  on-going  investigation  of  Iran-contra 
and  early  1980  arms  sales. 

The  people  I  want  to  see  in  Austin  are  going  to  break  considerable 
hard  evidence  relating  to  early  1980  arms  sales.  The  ones  in  Houston 
could  go  a  long  way  toward  helping  Blum  draw  on  additional  information 
Customs  has  regarding  my  activities. 
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THIS  MAILDRAM  IS  A  CONFIRMATION  COPY  OF  THF  FQ1  1  OUTNG  MESSAGE; 

7036853440  TDMT  ARLINGTON  VA  3 1 3  1  0- 16 /l  007  A  ,££T 
?MS  ROBERT  STRAUSS  CAMPAIGN  DIRECTOR*  ‘  CJtflf— Mf&TER-  MONDALE  COMM  I  TIDE 
RPT  DLY  MGM,  DLR 
2000  L  ST  NORTHWEST 
WASHINGTON  DC 


GOVERNOR  REAGAN  HAS  AUTHORIZED  ME  TO  SEND  YOU  THE  FOLLOWING  TELEGRAM 
"GOVERNOR  REAGAN  SHARES  YOUR  DESIRE  THAT  THE  DECISION  WHICH  WILL  FACE 
THE  AMERICAN  PEOPLE  ON  11-4  BE  BASED  ON  A  CLEAR  UNDERSTANDING  OF  THE 
ISSUES  AND  THE  DIFFERENCES  OF  CANDIDATES  ON  THOSE  ISSUES*  IT  IS  FOR 
PRECISELY  THESE  REASONS  GOVERNOR  REAGAN  HAS  ENGAGED  IN  6  PUBLIC 
DEBATES  DURING  THE  COURSE  OF  THIS  CAMPAIGN*  AGAIN,  IT  IS  FOR  THESE 
REASONS  GOVERNOR  REAGAN  WAS  DISMAYED  LAST  SPRING  WHEN  PRESIDENT 
CARTER  PROMISED  TO  DEBATE  TED  KENNEDY,  THEN  BROKE  THAT  PROMISE,  AGAIN 
_  LAST  SUMMER  MR  CARTDR  PROMISED  TQ  DEBATE  JOHN  ANDERSON,  THEN  BROKE 
THAT  PROMISE.  IT  IS  EXACTLY  FOR  THESE  REASONS  GOVERNOR  REAGAN 
REGRETTED  MR  CARTDR’ S  REFUSAL  TO  PARtICIPATD  IN  THE  DEBATE  SPONSORED 
BY  THE  LEAGUE  OF  WOMEN  VOTERS  ON  9-21. 

GOVERNOR  REAGAN  DOES  INDEED  BELIEVE  CANDIDATES  FOR  THE  NATION’S 
HIGHEST  OFFICE  OWE  THE  VOTERS  THE  OPPORTUNITY  TO  COMPARE  THEIR 
POSITIONS  IN  PUBLIC  DEBATE.  WHEN,  IN  MR  CARTER'S  ABSENCE  HE  DEBATED 
CONGRESSMAN  JOHN  ANDERSON,  THEIR  SIGNIFICANT  DIFFERENCES  ON  SEVERAL 
SUBJECTS  CLEARLY  EMERGED. 

THE  ULTIMATE  IMPACT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  ANDERSON’S  CANDIDACY  MAY  BE  OPEN 
TO  QUESTION.  GOVERNOR  REAGAN  BELIEVES  THERE  CAN  BE  NO  QUESTION, 
HOWEVER,  AS  TO  MR  ANDERSON’S  RIGHT  TO  CONTINUE  HIS  QUEST.  THE 
GOVERNOR  BELIEVES  THE  CARTER  CAMPAIGN’S  CONTINUING  EFFORTS  TO  SQUEEZE 
OUT  OF  THE  RACE  A  MAN  WHO,  ACCORDING  TO  THE  POLLS,  IS  THE  CANDIDATD 
OF  CHOICE  BY  MILLIONS  OF  AMERICANS  ARE  UNFAIR  AND  UNDEMOCRATIC.  IN 
SHORT,  GOVERNOR  REAGAN  FINDS  THEM  AN  ATTEMPT  TO  UNDERMINE  VERY 
FABRIC  OF  THE  ELECTIVE  PROCESS.  A 
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July  28,  1992 


Mr.  E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr. 

Chief  Counsel 

Task  Force  on  Allegations  Concerning 
Holding  of  American  Hostages  by  Iran 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Barcella, 

This  is  in  response  to  your  letter  of  July  20,  1992,  which  was  not  received  in  our  offices 
until  July  28,  1992,  requesting  any  records  the  Metropolitan  Club  might  have  relating  to  Mr. 
William  Casey  for  the  period  November  4,  1979  to  January  31,  1981. 

We  have  conducted  a  thorough  search  of  our  records  at  the  Metropolitan  Club  and 
unfortunately  have  no  records  relating  to  Mr.  Casey’s  account  for  that  period  of  time. 

In  view  of  your  time  constraints,  I  will  ask  our  General  Manager,  Mr.  E.  Guenter  Skole, 
to  convey  this  information  to  you  by  telephone  today. 
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DEPARTMENT  CF  THE  TREASURY 
WASHINGTON 


December  3,  1992 


E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr. 

Chief  Counsel 

October  Surprise  Task  Force 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Richard  Leon 
Chief  Minority  Counsel 
October  Surprise  Task  Force 
House  of  Representatives 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Larry  and  Dick: 

Please  find  enclosed  declarations  for  U.S.  Secret  Service  agents 
who  served  on  the  protective  details  for  then-vice-presidential 
candidate  George  Bush  and  for  his  wife,  Barbara.  As  we  agreed, 
we  are  providing  declarations  for  the  detail  leader,  two  shift 
leaders  and  three  special  agents  for  the  George  Bush  detail  and 
the  declarations  of  the  detail  leader  and  a  special  agent  of  the 
Barbara  Bush  detail. 

These  declarations  are  provided  in  response  to  your  request  and 
on  the  condition  that  the  names  and  number  of  the  agents  signing 
them  will  not  be  released,  as  you  have  agreed.  Further,  release 
is  based  on  your  representation  that  we  will  be  able  to  review, 
prior  to  release,  the  portion  of  your  Task  Force  report 
concerning  the  Secret  Service  declarations.  If  you  have  any 
questions  or  need  additional  information,  please  call  me. 

Sincerely, 


Robert  M.  McNamara,  Jr. 
Assistant  General  Counsel 
(Enforcement) 


Enclosures 
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DECLARATION  OF  CHARLES  KORFF 


1.  I  am  Special  Agent  Charles  Korff  of  the  United  States  Secret 
Service. 

2.  On  October  18-21,  1980,  I  was  employed  as  a  Shift  Leader 
with  the  Secret  Service,  assigned  to  the  detail  designated  to 
protect  then  Vice-Presidential  candidate  George  Bush. 

3.  At  no  time  did  I,  nor  to  my  knowledge  did  any  other  members 
of  the  protective  detail,  nor  the  protectee,  then  Vice- 
Presidential  candidate  George  Bush,  travel  outside  of  the  United 
States  during  the  above  time  period. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is 
true  and  correct. 
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DECLARATION  OF  NEIL  GERMAN- 

’  -  “r-PC7Cs 

1.  I  am  Special  Agent  Neil  Goodman  of  the  united  States 
Secret  Service. 

2.  On  October  18-21,  1980,  I  was  employed  as  a  Special  Agent 
with  the  Secret  Service,  assigned  to  the  detail 
designated  to  protect  Barbara  Bush,  the  wife  of  then 
Vice-Presidential  candidate  George  Bush. 

3.  At  no  time  did  I,  nor  to  my  knowledge  did  any  other 
members  of  the  protective  detail,  nor  the  protectee, 
Barbara  Bush,  wife  of  then  Vice-Presidential  candidate 
George  Bush,  travel  outside  of  the  United  States  during 
the  above  time  period. 

I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing  is  true 
and  correct. 
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iOWANO  f-  FI  (OMAN.  Omm 
TCO  WCISS.  NCW  VOM 

t  LAWNCNCf  lADClUA.  J*. 
Cmnv  Couna 


Ok  Hundred  Second  Congrui 

Congress  of  the  United  States 

TASK  FORCE  TO  INVESTIGATE  CERTAIN 
ALLEGATIONS  CONCERNING  THE  HOLDING  OF 
AMERICAN  HOSTAGES  BY  IRAN  IN  1980 
("OCTOBER  SURPRISE  TASK  FORCE") 

House  of  Utprestntatfou 
Washington,  ©£  20515 


JIM  LEACH,  low* 

Olympia  j  show*.  Maim 
OOUG  aiNCUTIN  Nmoaha 
PONT  IN  J  GOSS.  Flo MM 

NiCHANO  J  LION 
Cmii*  MmOfTT  COWNMl 


July  21,  1992 


Mr.  Theodore  B.  Olson,  Esq. 
Gibson,  Dunn  &  Crutcher 
1050  Connecticut  Avenue,  N.W. 
Suite  900 

Washington,  D.C.  20036 


Dear  Ted: 

Following  up  on  the  telephone  conversation  that  Dick  Leon 
and  I  had  with  you  on  July  20,  1992,  enclosed  please  find  a  copy 

of  the  transcript  from  Frontline  dated  April  7,  1992.  You  will 
notice  on  pages  2  and  12  a  statement  made  by  President  Reagan  to 
a  reporter  regarding  the  hostages  and  efforts  he  may  have 
undertaken  to  obtain  their  release.  As  we  discussed  on  the 
telephone,  while  the  Task  Force  fully  and  completely  reserves  its 
options  with  respect  to  a  thorough  interview  of  former  President 
Reagan,  we  would  appreciate  an  expedited  inquiry  into  the  meaning 
of  the  segments  contained  in  the  Frontline  interview. 

Specifically,  the  Task  Force  would  request  answers  to  the 
following  questions: 

(1)  What  was  former  President  Reagan  referring  to  during 
the  interview  when  he  said  he  "did  some  things  actually 
the  other  way..."  and  "every  effort  on  my  part  was 
directed  towards  bringing  them  home."  ?  What 
specifically  did  he  do  and  what  efforts  were  made  by 
him  or  any  other  campaign  officials  to  affect  the 
release  of  the  hostages? 

(2)  Was  former  President  Reagan  aware  of  any  contacts  with 

any  representatives  of  the  Iranian  government  by  anyone 
connected  directly  or  indirectly  with  the  Republican 
campaign  or  the  Republican  party  from  November  4,  1979 
through  January  21,  1981  with  respect  to  affecting  the 

status  of  the  hostages? 

(3)  What  was  former  President  Reagan  referring  to  when  he 
indicated  that  some  of  the  details  were  still 
"classified"?  Is  he  aware  of  any  documents  or  records 
of  any  sort,  whether  classified  or  not,  regarding  the 
matters  under  review  by  the  Task  Force?  Does  he  recall 
any  briefings  he  was  given  on  this  subject  prior  to  his 
inauguration? 


App.  0745 


Theodore  B.  Olsen,  Esq. 
Page  2 


While  we  recognize  that  there  are  a  variety  of  demands  both 
on  your  and  former  President  Reagan's  time,  I  trust  that  you 
appreciate  the  very  severe  time  constraints  under  which  the  Task 
Force  is  operating.  Consequently,  I  would  appreciate  your 
presenting  these  questions  to  former  President  Reagan  as 
expeditiously  as  possible  so  that  a  reply  can  be  made  in  the  same 
manner . 

Again,  let  me  emphasize  that  this  procedure  is  not  to  be 
considered  a  waiver  of  my  pending  request  and  need  to  interview 
former  President  Reagan  at  a  time  and  place  of  his  convenience  in 
a  more  thorough  manner.  I  would  appreciate  hearing  from  you  as 
soon  as  possible. 

With  Warm  Regards, 


Chief  Counsel 


cc:  Richard  J.  Leon,  Esq. 


Enel . 
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•ROmUMB  Show  #1016 
Vlr  D*l«  April  7,  1892 

InvMtlgutiof  tttf  October  Burpriaa 

WNOVHCZ a  Tonight  v*  fROim^Kt:  ZMfh*  I  mo  «*<•**  '.**#**» 
on#pto»  to  delay  tb»o+i*****lii*  American  hwd**"#  . 

IM  CONGRESSMAN  $**•**&  of  the  AsT#*e*§it  *A*t  ***♦ 

hava  requested  w#  k>y**t)fcW*-  .  ..  ... 

3*d  CONGRESSMAN  Tht*  ^  tu*h  .» kwsy  that  ft  d*f»a*  m.> 

nraKennoa  , 

3rd  CONGRB88MW  T»>\*  I#,***  *«  Vtitrt  J6  *»w  «*«**>  **W 

RMMld  JU*«*ft  *w5  tK*  :»«  +irat«w  tod  lfc*»>  ntf  UW*J>  <W**f 
iher’r* doing  w  -v/' 

JWOUNCER:  In  *  >**4Md  ^»Wi,  Q+y?***  l^ws1  *f‘ 

fftcial  inveet»fa6on  TKi»h  p  *>:.!»«  w>  bfrhiad  d*s+*£ 

knight  FRONTUN&  rt**MM**  vh*  4*e»*ten4i  *<>4  *h«-  ^^.:. 
(rrveetigetinf  the  Cb*W  .^up^.e* .* 

EMCEE:  Ladiw*  a*vi  gfrniisro**i>  !A*  Praejdrtpl  w  (JnAw  3**1** 

»»d  th*  $3  Read 

JaKUATOU:  La*t  April  FRQNTUNf  eawtHhwd  aUef**.foftt  ih*t  lh+  i  JU<! 
Urvu\r«  iujvwi  on  a  ditty  Xnch,  a  ronspu  *cr  Uv  dv^ey  th*  re^e:**  ftf  AVieri* 
An  h**t*t*e  in  Iran.  Th*  prefram  cnaaad  a  a*ir,  m  part  rK*r- 

b%  war*  *od<>r+M  by  a  widely  reaparted  atficial.tWv  $ur>,. 

GARY  8I€Ki  !  rwaieUtft  believing  Iftea*  frterira  tor  rpt>i  *  tf-A*  >'****■ 
4AZ1RATOR  Sid*  wa*  a  former  Nat »m?*l  S**wtfty  GtoUftttft  A*pon  ^Jhfr  had 
crkwl  for  l^idehU  Gerry  ?oni  and  Jteruy  Carter.  tlW  d*y  %&**  thifc 
rv*dc**C  8Wk  had  wrwten  4  Wnglhfr  ov*W  artiriU  in  th*  ^  Tkw# 

;4  that  article  Sick  reperwd  f*r*  tiUgtlwjna  of  *w*Y*t  w**c;i-:f»  vn  5^0  *». 
^odiid  ftjuttan  *r*i  3Wpi»N-fiunH  cpfopa*^  vVw 

C4#ey  .  .  ti  « 

tn  iu  rtport.  rROf'/TtJN’l:  iwitpafl cantor  tipka^J  t)v»  Vhil^ 

»•*  found  lK*  oyi<i#r*<»  low  iNan  ucrndui'i^*.  Wr»tp*J>4#  fyt*  tsOwnfty 

•1^  ^Ung  fnr  o  fujf  Woirtiiiaiion.  Vd>a!o  )iCUM 
;<*>»•**  U  ha  had  t**i  rvuii  UtMiaOA. 

8.KPORTI^;/«»/o»  i, '.! WTJ  W«4/o^4iV<  *t*  *V&',  ff- 

Vr#H«Un»  A***  i 4Hsrbr Pavia  i4  iS®i1t^jp‘Uva- 

\ys  d ifttiit+ty  no. 

iARBATOM.  On  • 

»rrn  woo  ivtKiod.  .^nnfr 

.orttpg**  4iRO  iwgoff  *  *lc<**r  Pk 

tOltM£fo  WQ&IMA:  f^unt  IX  /$£4/XJ y '.ftAciiow  tjs  i^tV  »»^o 

(«»v*A«tigU<Un  artfd  i  t  ♦*  * 

^AWi^T^W  gy#n  Rfagan  h»?p4d  t>y  v.r.vtvtrtg'  tMa 

akrvpaiao  !Kod  •*HobP*fv*d  **»vn  i»4r». 

tnliUiM  ROWVJL*  fttAGAN ;./Am  f^.l,M//  l  viid 
t^uAl^r  tk*  Otn^r  Wy.  to  try  Afixt  **  of  lsolp  (iv  K^iitig  thaw*  fcu4iw^»« 
•to.  i;  iv*4  <*4ery  ¥&tf'f  fr<r  0^  mHli'Ug  nf.fei, 

^AJtHATOR'  A  fw :  'AiSf#:  «!tWr  gnS'f 

fifhtlin*  report  id  in  mart  detail  tho  claim*  of  J#i*n4K»d;  H«4h »fnit  mn 
rmnian  arm*  dealer,  HaoKtmi  claimed  to  have  participated  Madod  m*<r> 
nn  between  William  Caaey  and  a  cloaa  aaaociate  of  A^MollaH  K>»Ofw«tm 
Senator  ALBERT  CORE  (OTN):  (Jung  2tf  Stem*.  4t«U 

ahotild  never  bo  made.  Mr  Prwndant,  tahethar  arm*  for  Hoet*d**  ur 
hoatagaa  for  olectioh*. 


NARRATOR:  Caila  for  «n  o(T»cikl  probe  intenevfv***  in  Waahington, 

Rop.  niOMAfi  8.  POLET  <f>.WAb  Speaknr  (Auguti  5,  !991t  The 

^  ^r^«<4*aow4%^jalr '!#$  QWW*i*W  <VWMr»,  at#*  .0ta- 
jfaaric^Viat  ■&#  oevi-ivde  i fca*' 

*hW3W*tr«fa  end,  and "frit 

WpMfW  T^r  OriAts«r  tkufw-ia*'  iOftepbfr^  info 

Hu  rr<vu-.< >,  »*,*  At  txfrto  oUa0kTipfre -efee^ 

;  w*4s».  a  fl«ejrv>  of  ?«*  wnpaifu  fiiea.  Bttt  btff  mnch  fc^uOjnv  tvuW 

I.fc*  frtj^ilUona  V.eert  On  ?m>temtm  ueb  tA#  V^faee  Vrow  net^liahad  iHi*t 
*►.  j*«*»  on*  Oftb*  ^u^Ttofrl  fAtctarct  Skni r-M/  ^friS* 

*&*&% 99  %*£  -Md  in -&?**> ta*  ray  ••**  tonal  n*aai  .pnb* 

toyar  a%onaa  '4enotK*>iV.  f^«  allpptd  deal  ur/myt  h.-  tM- 

iiNjry>  rK^I  ^viifrw  a*  T? 

A  ’Vwi5t  late**  OAiA’  Swi  ffo  rt*yKi  i4  *$*uirr*f 

Smoked  ye  of  a  ».‘*s»nr  ir*r)  fr*  posited  Ur  ^Sv^t^td  poe? 

>^j4rd/ain*o  frtbpippa  tHiptfmu*  to  I  raw  **  *>,♦  w*?!.  Bof  3.&0a  ra*ear«h 
.'>me  yndet*  immediate aua^k.'  •.’*’• 

,yNee«r  rfAjftoti*>V  A*  urn  mv#w»i- 

^aiiva  re^jdrte^  l  v»fr»f  ?nui  f  Hit  if  Hpjj  out  'o  hot  her  tori  tin 

tHftfo  hfrlS*tf')Wl  and  l***- 

narrator  K*di  ft&t&iif  r*wrt er  ^u«nw  jfepiMam  ft^v  Hi*  v> 
fbolMb.abeyre’d^mtnrlny  ^W..' 

,  /iv»^i*i^i',  1  Qmy  Skit  wee  \>*a^ 

fiy-otHer  iK^t  ritiiiri  (/?  fbrl>  af*d  tbei* 

My.  ^  >Af^f^;Ae'7  bieo?  Smaroyt  talAkd  to-  nf 

>. h'tit  f -,*<>>•  ;>f  tbto  (Y«crnbt*f  ie  j{  Caw?s;  *>an 

s»V».  liii^  rs?o«r'f*  ' 

^ilCgv:  H*  *^4*  J.H-*  .*{'■$  oi^paijp^-.  W^ape  44*  ’ .dj^rA'  ■ 

thoee  period*  6f  time? 

let  CONGRESSMAN  (C  Sponj  A  Htudont  of  abnormal  paydw>loyy.  I 
think,  would  have  a  field  day  with  Uijj  excuraion  into  political 
paranoia 

NARRATOR'  T**re^  4^  n<«ar  VH^  ikihato,  the  Roue#  of 

f?^pr^tiar*t*Ci  ***  ‘<r  P'fibruvrj  Aisft  t*.  lauty^t  *nv:ftV)*J  invaatigation 

jj^ffCRtSlRW  Af< ;  ktifaw.end  I  'y>ow  that  journal- 

)M^vu*»swr  *f »-  vvk  fubfriKu tartar  *  t>njpr*aaiv>ial  ^^eatigktaon. 
yAiiXATOR  i>?er  iha  )n«*  vret.  e*  ^><a  £*h<$it  ni.vurj  hot  and  dold  in 
rfivto;  ’hitei-  2onti.«H*od  i*>  m'v  In  tonty'ht'a 

;c**i  ^e  wijf  w*'04mr*i^  fr  fiifrp- tfs»  ^y  ^Mfteim#  Congrwm  it  now 
confronting. 

Wh*M^w«ui  c*mp«i|7?  m*n*tr*t  WUliam  Caeey  m  daya  of  alleged  aoeret 
m«*lm£»?  What  more  can  be  leaniad  about  the  euppoeed  Iranian  emiaaary? 
Wet  ran  newly^eleeaed  TBI  file*  toll  ua  about  the  man  who  allegedly 
brokerad  the  daai? ^  Wh>  are  *im«  of  the  euppoaad  vritneaae*  lying?  And 
fmeUy.  can  the  available  evident*  be  ntplafnad  aome  other  way 7 

When*  Wu  Wililam  Caooy? 

WILLIAM  CASEY:  l  Teel  very  atrongly  that  thb  pounlry  i*  in  trouble, 
i>iat  it  need*  to  be  turned  around,  and  1  have  felt  for  Over  a  year  th*t 
Governor  Reagan  b  lha  only  man  in  Amarka  who  *  ever  turned  a  gov* 

.  .  *minaril  around. 

NARRATOR:  The  controverey  naturally  oenUrre  on  Caeey  He  w*a  an  wpo- 
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rotutttft  *py .  akiJhpd  U\  d*c*pUan.  H*  wrouid  fe*  Raagftn*  first  choke  to  Kr«d 

th*  CIA  *nd  WM  th*  *rcfr*u»3  of  tha  lrai>-«3*>tfrc  Aparafcbit.  But  pUiipd&tttty 
c*kV,  wlmi  proof  i*  thar*  thftf.  Cwarp  AruufUy  wt  4  deal?  FRONTLINE 
aou$bt  duaittuKsSAiuro  of  CAwry'ir  wW^ahoui*  for  th*  ruontha  of  July, 
Auguai,  Soptombw  and  Octofcar  of  l&iW).  ¥A(  want  4*  JUipU  Qladao*.  director 
of  Um  SbAidd  H*«f«R  Uiurw?  In  CWi&jvr**>*. 

RALPH  BL£&$0&  Th#  ovarail  ih*m*  t>f  th*  ExwMMn  U  ch*  prtttd*(Ky 
MARRA.I'OB.  Ekbvw  *»**  u\«  man  Rnn*).d  SU4fi*n  xAkxt  to  iwrch  th* 
R**g»n~8uah  c*>-\p«u*-n  fit  mi.  FROKTIUHE  «*porto«r  Robert  P*m  talkad  to 
Mm  about  what  hi*  A  *~<Uy  snvaau#*  tta &  utfT.ad  \>p 

Mr.  RLEDgOE  Th*  noliccuan  co/uuai*  of  About  a  anti  ion  and  a  hail  record* 
or  mi  W#  pr«b«hfr  looked  At,  ^h.  100,000  t*  lfk\00C  of  i)iom  record*  ar  p* r « 
h«po  w»r* 

ROBERT  PARRY.  3L»tAr-vl*^Ar  Did  you  ftnd  wiy  record*  pArumin#  10 
Mr-  Caw^a  whereabout*.  iu*  trarM,  */rpbu*»  tkk*Uv  ftoUl  racAipte,  any 
thin#  of  that  aort* 

Mr.  BLEZJftOE  No.  ft  *  hard  ta  tail  aaartly  where  h*  wat  r«n  cartaun  day*. 
W*  d*4  not  hnd.  %*  3  iwcall,  any  kind  of  muUriaJL*  that  dated-  that  ;w*r* 
dated  durihf  panoci  of  tun*  Vt  *wa-  w«  *«r*  M-trthbi#  for  that  wnuld 
plafc*  Mm  in  Any  on*  pcrtacutar  place  ThATt  wh>  I'm  aiyinf  tha  aterrh 
didn  t  rt*ily  *h'>w  much  about  hi*i**v*U  ;  ’■■>■!■ /'.r.:.  ij'' 

K^RaTOR.  So.  of  tha  on*  awf  a  half  milium  dotrum+BU  niUtad  m  (h« 
t$U>  fUta^ar*  campaign.  Bladaoa  found  Hi*  f«c»*d*  detailing  Lha  whAtaahtfuii# 
of  {AwvpAifT*  diractur  C«**y 

Mr.  PARRY  Bui  ju*Jt  a  t«mt\Mury —  lfo.#r*  wwr  *..**>  fcapavi**  rJSOH'rUfor  Mi 

Camay? 

Mr.  BLEDSOE;  W*  found  itont. 

Mr,  PARRY:  'TWn  wart  no  travel  record*  for  Mr.  Caaay? 

Mr.  BL£DdO£.  W«  found  no  travel  record^  no. 

Mr,  PaRRY  Thame  a*'  cm  caiapiaur  far  14/  .  CmwMify'f 
Mr.  &LXDBOE  W*  f®uiw5  a*  t»i**vd*r  fer  him 

Mr*  PAKRT  ,jvu S  M*e*pt  for  *  Atuodfui  of  AaUa.  yo\i  <*rm<H  aautbllah.  hia 
vlMtaabouM  #ftyu»h«»^r  9Y*r  tfiat  a«v*f«]  a^nt>.  parvod  f/<iTn  Ut«  po^Vantidn* 
to  tha  g-cr«rr *1  atari vm? 

Mr.  BlXDfc^OE  i?iat  *^>rr*cL 

NaRRATOA:  Thoufh  cam*  up  amply <htxnd*d,  F UO NTL:{ N£ '#  in- 

viMcif  «c>sr>  had  batwur  /Aaidxa  Tr^m  tmArv^awa  with  dvi^in*  of  e*wpmyii 

»taff«r*v  uampAjfTi  raportrr*  and  Cajm^^p  t^*T*opi0  fri#f»d*.  «*  a*  Iftinir 
ravUMiinf  omtftfhpuranaout  /aporu*  rHONTl-iNE  Hah  fe**n  *t>t»  to 
iurumont  €*arv  *  whw*«bouu  for  about  chu'd*  of  tHa  day>  th* 

Republican  «tinvtruHm  m  July  and  th*  *J action  in  *4r|,y  N<*v*inh*T.  VVa  c«»n-  . 
^anuratirt  on  Uwaa  aau  &f  <3a^a.  jiv#r<  **  tit*  nf  iht  xiiciad  a*cr*i 
maatinja*.  Th*  Aral  waa  in  laur  July  m  Ma^nd. 

Iranian  arm*  datfOkr  J*mah*d  Haaband  ciatm*  that  h*  Ahd  hyi  brx.Lhat 
Cym*  lunr^n^m  a««  fu*«  -ptu  fur 

:t»*o  principal*  war#  V^*j|Jtry,  C**ry  *nd  ii«tti*<4  ciartr  Mahdi  K-arrubt  Th* 
rr/AAU  11^.  Aa>^  JamaNid.  «p«nnrd  two  d*?a  In  fm.  hbthi  rvcord*  do  ***«n 
vujcgAAtm#  th«  H«*h«rnui.  w«r*  us  Maorul  in  (ala  JdVv  Bui  «bc«it 

^AAAy?  la  Utar*  a  i»vr>day  #ap  in  hi*  acSadul*  in  l«t*  -*HUy?  tvttqturtvk  *t»4 
Jva,Nrur^i7>aM.<  wiy  no  Hrx*  \a  wfiAt  fRONTUNE^  irtvaati^upp  foar>d 
On  Thurad*yf  July  *4th.  C a**v  ru  in  WAAhin#ipn-  *aa 
(T «phad  on  that  day  «<x-rpli<)0  a  campcqm  chock  ai  tha  f*^rr*v  Dartton 
jonuntAftiytii 

REPORTER  R**g«n  wun't  dwrt  to  |«l  it,  but  hia  campaign  «KW, 

WiIHaid  CAA«y,  rrpr«Mnt«d  Mm  wh«n  tha  F#d*#al  £Wtbh 
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iWKk  for  <W*»  far 

asSl 

„JUM-.rh|J1  *^5“  Sv»«4«y  >*>»  2TU>  «od  Htonday  th*  JStA?  Ntu.,i‘nk 
'f  :1;'*  -''*  Rf/tubl .e  cit«d  *h»t  t h^f  aon.id.r  eondu«iv»  amni  iV... 
^mp«utH  could  r»»l  h»v.  b<wn  in  M*dn<t  ov <w  h#  **, 

feut$  «umd,u)4  «•'«  conlcrsne.  in  Loadoa.  n«ordin»  u.  «  BritUh 

IWdUHWl  AOUvn*,,  C*MAr<*  paid  for  A  roUBD  At  th*  fdj-  Iw^rh  C 

r  cTy  sttssssss*js» 

^Anuwowwwit  in  doing  „w pUumin, in  ^ 

ihior^Troil.rr**  w"Vh»l  **  **  no*  *«»»»«»  p~pl»  to 

VtiiS  ^  ^  ’mm  *h«  »•»  «Mtn*  in  r,«*.  To  tchiov*  th«,  Sb- 

.  J  CT*“*  *r  'h*rt*-  ^  <•  «»  towwwnUUon  pi."  Thu 

*  th*  aUandanc**  ahd  moala  plan,  Now,  im  my  chart  1  if  hava 

jythur  Tonk,  ProfMKf  Funk  'wKn  w«  th, 
^.aairman  01  tb*  Mnoncan  d^l^ation,  tMophoomi  nw  to  aav  that  Mr  r*a*v 
WAufd  not  b#  cot  a  in  4  on  77th  vr  26  th  Jufy  a/)*r  tdl  but  thai  w*  rouid 

v  TU,d  mAk"  4n  X  ^  ****  -a  amicipaud  .bwnct 

-  m.,  .Bfituh  **v,  »  *5  that  «  nart.ctDAnr 

n*'  **  rim  ^  *fth*  Chad* 

S3«*l3l£5  “PA  ’?*•  r™  £, 

Mr'f'H ***  W  «n«fpActa!i£y 

^  C**?’  App— UAd  oti  th#  momintf .-of2*t&  Jii^J 

^ra»AfewS5?i  ^  $¥***  mV  l*At  InfnnnAUun  »«*  that  h* 

::: 

NARRATOR-  mT  25  partinpanu  tnutrrfawad  hr  rKOMTLJNE  tivir* 

535  as  sass  M”a  ^*2S; 
«»TS£»:.assrs. 
mis  TTcteoThTm  trsr 1  mv  ,fclt  M 

r  w <0  *r  so  p*>ple  “  ^ 1  £££ 

WW  S&iult  tSiX  ^'  TT  **  "»»«'>  «ivr  Imponoi 

famfiur  nHrtuat  anft  an^  L^<1^*  wh*n  that 

fMfUlATfln^il  ^lkl  a  Iwlw.nmfc  «nd  mjFMfr  tnd  Cwy. 

"Com*  «t  4:00  PM.*  If  ind#«j  C  h**  wriWw 

h- —*  <■-  m  s  era  .a  S' aSdtKs 


App.  0749 


But  »hi.t  *i»^  Ch«a«*ek* 

o«i»w  *  wo^  4&  to «» 

SStoSv  4  “'.  »*»«*>  «y»,  thM  to  W«i4  W*to~v*i 

JjSwruK E 5?*U  *«i  ow»n«T«  <W  tor  SftwnUy  "«**.  £ 

-  ®Sr&wuto^ 

*«* :**  «•*  >«** 

KfHl&iy  4jUfT.wri.  ..  .  .  .  r  (%MT«  *U«t**l  £&■&** 

2s*U!£&^^ 

iU-  view- for -di^y*  jgp  agajt *9d  Uu  ** 

Sw’wS«ii«.v «.* *« «».  w <w* - ;” 

•oit  of  ■  myrnuo-  m*n  You  u>*«.  n.  »«  '•"*■  •»  "“  r*  • 
NAJRRATOR  &*ti«*l  «W«rt  ^**  ,,k  *’**  !’1  ft***4’0 

SSa^Sf^iS  iS1^ t  w. 

frow  a.  omi^n  :  employe*  who  w**fo ; £ a**jM**  WMb»^>?VOTl 
x  m «i  iatk  watefavta &&**#£  ftdwWd 4-fW#' h?  ■  ; 

U^*S*«1  ^  bJ£NN&I>T  J.W&W. •  —  .^^f'  * 

»,uu  $to.ror  ft«A  w>  r\ jfht  to  t}vt»to  ?Y*»ttoWt.  ^**t*.ifl.> 

NAJR^a-Oft mn'.  -.to  A«fJJ  Hfch,  Cw*  •*»«*.»»  «  to  A*C  lyftW^jto- 

‘'""BARBARA  WALTERS,  ABC  ftow.  Wtot  did  Governor  Rtog*" 
S^ApT ^"o^ulkwrwith  Governor  Re**»n  Sftotor 

NARRVf^:A^«>«tl“  «*  *»**togrtito  *“4  »^*! .** 

rwnn$  mk*«4w«:-  •»  **•»  *»  7,*4^  l»w*  Wg^Mg^-- 

*tiv*»  *mW*HiiBWA>*»«i  *to<*  *»•*  WO*  fctoi  mf!WS3to#a  ft*  M 

^SSinM*dZru*»  *»  tori*  '«™..t*t  *ny 

„,»  <£>■.  3>  f«r-S3?to»»AArtiv«*t,  *to  M»<tow*»t*  V  ^fT*?'*4 

(ST'S^iicto*  ?5$?  rSQHTUm  tod  *»«  CtoV* 

*  Tto  mum  *»  iru*  Jor  to*  ri*i  of  At»irujtl  »nd  ,torj® ■  3*pt*<i>b*>r  *tto  *  '«< 
irttfifr-  8o»  on  SopMwnh**  (Oto.  li.o  .-«mp*i«n  W4ia»n«i  fcoj.o  r«- 

^SSut  «»  vtowc*  to  ♦Mttod-to  FROWTUKE  a^toto  *  dTJjSS 

layl  *fcd  !**>'  ihw  €»*»•>  '•it6  viMtiff*  on  oi*i‘y  o<  ton  T*tn*)ninn  d*> 

Ui*  c»r^DtACTi 


»>«»um*bly  ih<i  }<>$*  mighl  tli«*]p  r«fuU  tefH-«Undii>|  *«o*mU  of  •  ihir4 
e*t  of  m««tm0»  in  Firi*..  )l*r»  «RftoiUUoo  «nwn  w  Sur»<Jjy,  OcU>b*f  lfrih. 
On  S*wrdU y.  October  t»iK  <«i«Ti  »n  *h»t#  *1  cAmp*lfn  hwdquisrtAri  iho>» 
Ci*«y  i  br€th«s‘  *nd  •topping  by  «t  lunthtimii.  Than  at  11*30 

i hxt  pvf’&t;  .i^^:  igned  in  for  •  10-mimiu  riait  To  th«  opora- 

uifr*  sat&^ajjfn  now*  and  dinr#iop»fi»nU  ift  3?aiv  !wer» 

NVUrA!i«rrd  i?i«  duck.  * 

k'*—y-32  hour*  l*t*rf  on  Monday  mmnmg,  Oc* 
^.*  C|r»ctoT><»^  ^v*ii  Ronald  Roagaiv  Ha  had  np«m  th«r«  th*l 
Ww*hm^Hir>.  D  C  Wa  want  usiabU  to  local*  C***y  on  Sunday, 
U*\  did  ¥»t  fwtdL  any  avidenm  lhat  ha  had  travalad  to  Faria  ovar  lha 

wwkftnd, 

T  h<  at******* -£ff  Ivwai'  M  %  >♦)  twtotfd*  tar  C***y  <  ?nyatary.  Bui 

iv>^.  I«  *  V&I  4  Hfriito  wnusiuw  liiaaaii»aa»d  ;'t:aay  a'  rul*  in 

X^a-iO^rat?-.  3th*  iBdO  vfw»tl  vf  ^trtAyf  OjM8#Y  UJd  Ut*  IWr  • 

Hrattgry^i?'  ha  mcrd*  1  f»»‘>  kutfudad*  >vft  aw^  a  *»  *4# 

'Moh  >6  *  C«d<ir*dar  a»*4>  a«r>awnal  W*  V/W|l  \ft«wv^U»rf  fcakad 
X'jw^-v’  torhM**  fFa  |^rT*«w>ajl  3f.g  VoAtid  t>a  iciiivi,  ha  fc*M»  nt**,»  ihougM  it 
i«  h*v.  (BW  ‘  Whir*  Ik  •*»♦*'  ui)d.  that  Ufa  *utwianad^' i^mlifatora  had 
u,  K»  *Aid  JS*  W*ul4  M:t\\  for  it*  T&Hy  t’ac^da  ar«  atUl 
«J^fAira^^nAr.  V»  £<*••  tn  tha  tsunpaigu  an^MO«»  a^*d  CjtMigfo  vr^don* 
^ay«  •ha  haan'l  aoar»  ih»m. 

The  Iranian  Emiaaary? 

In  todays  T<h®r*n  c*>j8^v  nan*Ui  on  tha  *aJj#  rf  ui*  forntajr  U,S. 

emhauy .  The  embaaav  **  *%£*$■  Hcrr*r  to  a  teaming  ojnlar  for  irfc^V*  ^^pvolu* 
Uonary^Guajda  and  »  Va  lalVmg  c»V«md  oocret  A^i*rv  v/  docu« 
tn«ntiythM|h  Ayatol  (*£''.  ffadnbwi  Oiad  two  year*  agr,  end  Lhe  mr/-  govern- 
menl  ha#  wntd  down  ^  *^^Am«ncan  ihttmz,  Iran  rrre^ne  *  r^nintry 
darply  diatruatfu!  of  tl&w' 'Uiufc&  Sufoa  Mahdi  KamiUj,  wakar  tha 
Irantan  parliament,  ttiftis  -»/  lh«  moat  cutvp^len  rru*«a.  ul  fte*t 
Satan* .  ABafodly •  ih»  pnnop.vi  Iranian  fmiaaary  who 

n<«etiaiaO  with  wtiKa^vCWy'in  M*dr*d  and  Ut  FaiSa 
MEHD1  HLAStfttf&l  fgteMv!*}  &  .waa/^.ieim^ed,  v«!  >  dor-fe  haiow*  «ny^ 
ihin^  about  it 

NAiUUTORL  ThU  r«OMTUN£  intwrww  watt  Kamibi»  Anl  en^mtri 
reapon**  to  the  Weat  ahont  Jamah  id  Haahemir  alfogationa. 

Mr.  KARHUB1  ItMsdt*}  Ua  afoul  lie.  Tha  amuaing  part  is  that  I  have 
never  bean  to  Franta  df 'Spalru 

NAKHATOit  FROKIUNf:  taM  not  aeubiitfh  the  truth  of  Karrubi’a  aa- 
aert ion  that  h*  had  nmneii  bean  to  Franea  or  Spain. 

SAlll  EAd AIE^KHOHASANl:  1  think  Mr.  Kairubl  did  have  trip#  to  out- 
tnci*  Iran  l  rt  ihotoe  day  a  on  m  any  •ootaaiona, 

NAlUIATOR  Sa*»d  R\»aia  Khor«aani  ie  another  eenior  member  of  tha 
Iranian .-: parliament/  He  wi*  the  lajaitilc  Republfoa  ifnbaaaador  to  the 
United  Hationa  during  the  hoatage  oriaia.  In  1980  ba  repreaented  Iran  be¬ 
fore  many  miemalional  audience*. 

Mr.  fiAJAlE^ICHORASANI  A  middleman,  particularly  an  Iranian  mhH 
d)am«n*  who  Ur  a  rtoeperlabla  clergyman  in  tha  Iranian  aocirty,  who  goat 
and  talk*  t©  Amenta n,  let*  aay,  repreeanUtivea  in  Spain  ia  not  reepactad 
very  highly.  And  >f  w>meon«  like  Mr.  Kamibi  haa  had  any  contact  of  this  na¬ 
ture,  ft  ia  moat  jreaaonable  to  aaaume  the  be  prefart  to  keep  the  n*w»  of  that 
contain  *<*m  and  undtarlbaed. 

Mr.  KAPMIMl  hvfint!**}  ]  have  no  knewladga  of  tuch  a  thing.  I  vahe- 
menUy  deny  it.  and  l  am  certain  it  Un’t  true.  There  ia  absolutely  no  proof  in 
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thi*.  wcfriA  a  dbefahmity  fabricated  nuns*  ippoAro  to  b*  linked  W 

A*****  domeatic  pohue*  Whet  di would  it  w.*fc*  **  u#  Iran**** 
whether  Carter  or  $Uag«ui  In  pt**«r?  FtrOtJy,  I  ^  «»  fctoWiadt"  °r  N» 
«rul  mw*41v,  l  deny  everything,  .  .. 

Mr* ^JA&'KHaJMjOANl  5*  Uk*  *d^1inf  M*  £«**  “*  ***** 

dui  **  comt  m  the  American  f*apl*  «xui  utf  th*ax  *h*»  JOHjaUin  Mtdrtf. 
And*  dWiniudy  Mr.  Cwf  would  nut  *V  anything  and  Mr.  ua»*y  a  not 
geing  vo  *o  anythin, y  no* . 

The  Broker? 

NARRATOR  If  Cukt-y  tsifttsbi  h*  piHawd  dow©  and  K+rrahi  <W*l-**  every- 

thin*,  what  about  lh#  man  wh©  cilegwaiy  k*'**^1?*  *■**  ^k!! 

Maahw'nl.  a  Raw  York-bawwi  bank**  and  *r»*  daaVe* *  Then***  ***$*!**]£* 
vu In  Madrid  in  Jai*  July  Whel  *k*d4**ka*«7 Hr*v3Ju£  Sfw! 
FBI  inauUkc)  hug*  and  witetaya  »'  Haahemio  Hear  York  oBVde*  The  r»i 
wpmAmi  that  Cyrua  «•*  an  wparUAi  ftntnaur  (ur  the  *''**'?£* 

and  they  •u*p*eiidf  ho  vu  acting  a*  a  jvay«toKWr  f«  JranUn  «4«m*  **  lh* 
United  Blau*  /©» t  «cmn,  X^yruJ  tfa*h*m 4  *iasm  ffc*  /inunttvii  conuifM* 
rVWt  u  Avrfc  *i/*ue#)fcw*  fro*  iiipf  b*  irin^  iiWfitf*  o*  N* 

Uruferf  Suntt  'l  The  wiretap*  did  ocinArm  tin*  C>ru#  w>*  an*emfijy  ^ 
ftueniial  with  aanief  t***U  of  the  Iranian  govonuaaiU.  Indeed  w>  sartor 
White  Hcuae  thought  enough  m  Cyme**  inttiiwu*  to  uw  him  *»  M  J*1*1* 
mediary  with  Iran  throughout  ib*  W>agw  mat*  But  #m  Cym*  »•  douhlH 
mnt.  m  hi*  brother  Jamahid  eaaari*?  B©  the  FBI  wiretap*  turtl  up  any  *v*' 
<W»  that  Cyru*  ****  Wk  channeling  uirccmottan  in  *b«  Republican  a— 
moot  Isa  pirtaolly.  wCaaey7 

U  «•»*  impoaaihla  frr  v»*  u  d^tarwina  th*  FBI  wramarlw  fit  tad 
wireuua  ara  heavily  c«n*v t4  Only  ar  b*^U4*tnr  adth  a«w -Oi  UP* 
tanaorad  wiretap  auaunane#  ran  drufnnma  1/  th*  aurraillaAce  vuckad  up 
any  arulino*  af  IwdU  brtw«sn  CtMy  and  H^icmh  *VteJ*as*nf 

indiraet  linka  CW  ^nd  *U*tnwv  had  L»p«w>t .  »h 

An»rdtr><  (*  the  >irat»pe*.  C*ru«  waa.p.n*ftfiAg  ffpm  •n^Hv<^UUoo_ 
dollar  buiuM  daal*  vuh  a  «JwC*ky  In^d.^ohn 

known  Caaay  for  36  >mut«  Tliay  M*t  **  *pu>*  1a  th*  v a  S  .  :*-A»  ww 

SoPlULA  CASEY,  Wfliuw  CkM*?*  Wlduir  Jofev  and  C»u^*  W»i 

•ary  guod  fnand*  Btil  n>rA  him  xn  the  Seo>nd  W.vld  W*>  and  they—  ^d 
have  dinner*  t««eUf»at  and  talk  ar«ui  thf  VAt  i&ivt  iw  w  ibatebow—  ihata 
how  Bill  knew  John  SUOuwn  ' 

HARRATOR  A*oth*r  v,’a)t  Kt)y  Fvinoiart 

Mra.  CASEY:  Fato>ark—  1  a*y  FVmhrk—  yaer  th*t  Shah^nt* 

had  a  Chriaimat  imum-i  1  vhcat  ftv*  V  *nrS  1  al^ayv 

Form  ark.  Ha  wm  k  vor?  #**!  ffiaryT  ami  a  vkry  |cnod  irroplcivna  «  Jotio 
Shahean.  .  "  -■:■.'■■■  ^  . 

NARRATOR  T!»«  wiretap*  ahow  lh»i  to  Sopwmsbar  IWO,  *  Shahn**>  ruw> 
Proxy,  Mid  Ocean,  dapeadad  tt  5»  imUwm  tcic  a  bank  Qvru*  Haahrmi  cr*W 
And  in  October.  10^0,  Cyr^a  Vi k*htt*i  liS  wwiliw  to  bad  ShaW* 

out  uT  a  failing  od  fcfmeiy  that  !SHa^a«M»  had  budt  lu  ^ewlovirvdlaod 

At  the  Mmt  tim#;  CWy  waa  u>  due*  capiart  with  Sfuthaen  Aoc»rd«#  ** 
a  Shab’wu*  aa«tat4auv  U“M  two  nto»i  tylkad  hy  phone  it  V*#*t  J^ca  a  j»*A  A<r 
kng  Uia  1W  tavvpvu^  Caw»>  M  vvati  d»oh  l*«id  w^k  fo*5  ?Jun**u  ***** 
i> if  tafinary  hafor*  ha  b«eam^  campahpr?  Thar*  *  **>  w^ki*«*a  »*• 

the  c#f*«*»d  wtraiiipa^  hon<ry#r,  that  Caaey  ft*  to.  diwi  enniac*  ae* 
Cvpj»  Haahami  But  CytukVnMfr  fiwlJwt  Jar^a^d  Mdd  FflONTtdNE  dka* 

3hah«en/«  aaaietam  Fv.rniafi*  ynfr»»du|yrd  t>ra  Hadhaiina  \o  Caar>  wa  Mar^* 


19BU.  Furmark  ti^ni-b*  it  fWt«jMxk  «KOuld  acfcfttwdtfdl*  o«tiy  that  he  mnft 
Cvru*  Haahaou  in  1979  and  had  bvjueaa*  d*eliag»  wUh  too  duivnf  tftaO. 
Shahann  4lfet  i/»  !S$h. 

T ho  twhaorod  PKI  wmmtnm  shad  no  fvrthar  light,  hut  the  suxemthfu 
do.alivw  ihai  Cyfu*  Kaabssoi  waa  douhl#«daaliAg  the  Carter  adauA^uation 
«;  tnoiW  way  In  October  ©I  J9S0  Huhm  while  auppowrdly 

heipir*if  tW  ’Muw  Ht&&r  on  the  hswtag*  Uauik  bmw*  plotting  Ulagid  mill* 
\uy  4h *p<n*F&t  ift  By  Dw^unbar  the  FBI  r*pftft*d  that  \ha  thru*t  of 

Holiwnii  &euv>t\mi  had  "nhifud  ftpm  thm  UmUg**  Afid  any  he«Wf* 
negotiation*  in  #hm t  Amount*  to  th*  imprupacr  ao4  UJ*g*l  ahipmant  ol'  mili¬ 
tary  *irppnrt  «Kju.*pmer.v  u  Iran.* 

Ot her  documan**  *now  that  Kaahami  anAnrad  aircraft  »p*r*  part*,  raft* 
and  fli*cw*i  wiruif  afiipsoanu  ^uxording'  to  th*  Laat  FBI  wiraup*,  ha  w« 
avcti  aoooting  the  Amaricaa  mark  at  for  lir-to-alr  aiuatilae.  Armed  widi  th* 
wiretap  undent©,  th»e  FBI  would  puah  for  and  ftt  tn  indklmant  of 

Cyru*  and  Jam*hvi  Hnahurai  nearly  four  yaara  later 

doau#  ravortent  h&v*  c>;nd  tha  mdictaumt  u  rwaaon  to  miaatton  Jtm- 

«hU  *  ilwioi^ar  dunoriM:  aermint.  Wb^  iAay  aato,  ww*ldnl<  tha  HaahamU 
h*wa  ua*d  ihmr  -fjeri*  ki>owt«dga  Of  *  )a**ug*  daai  to  ward  off  any  praaoru- 
iamf  tjto*  FJH  dn^imanu  do  ahev  a  pauam  af  fayohtiasi  toward*  th* 
liaaViemi*  In  Februaty.  19&3.  two  Meiui  afhr  tha  inauguration,  lh« 
irfreUp  w*a  puUad  ftosiw  Cyru»k  N*w  Y«*k  oUlo*,  #m»  tboagh  ha  w««  mill 
coiWHdarwl  an  agon f  of  •  foreign  pow«r  A  . year  I*tn>  whan  the  F1M  puahad 
t6r  *n  indhat.oo*n(..  tha  Beagan  Ju*tica  Departmatii  put  ii  off.  arguing  that 
Siw  char f e*  war*  ^o  pfct » v. 

F*cwi  ^aahiugtva**  objection*,  tha  arotaUi/Brklfig  allogtUoni 
hfifarad  for  *wovht?r  iw^  >»wir*  before  tha  FBI  finally  gut  it*  with  for  a  grand 
ls*rv  Evan  iKiyx  K^»pan  ^u*t»ca  Cn»pa/t earnt  gava  th*  Kaahami*  epacial 
UM*Mjurnt  Jnet  baiTtU'*  the  indidmanta  could  b*  handad  up  in  mid- 1984.  an 
n*H*litot  oiittmt^r  in*i*tad  <m  tipping  off  th#  Haabaou*  The  FBI 

%*kh*d  a*  Gyro*  cancoiad  a  return  flight  from  l^iuton  U>  Naw  York,  wharo 
be  wuylif  ha^*a  bean  *rt4»Ud-  Cyru*  would  ultusataly  aatupa  anrf*t  entiraly, 
•«*rw»int  to  *c*0**u  m  *  *ting  oparatiao  agvinat  lertali  and  American 
«u<V*  dealer*  raihar  ihan  fake  trial. 

In  1*63  in  th*  midai  v»  that  c**ak  ha  dJykd.  £h*  eauae  of  death  11* tad  a* 
«-*■**-*  ia«ka-uiia.  U.  »ar»y  }ha  JuaAioa  Daparusiant  finally  dxscoUaad  the 
chavftw.  *gft;a*<  Cyru*  *  brother,  Jamahai.  Jamahid  had  alluded 
*<  «*?  *n  Ocu>&wr  Surpnaa  olet  a*  early  a*  1983,  but  it  wa*  only 

A*  v*a#  ti**r*4’yf  <harjgea  that  hw  want  public,  aayuig  he  had  artimi ly 
twrur li&Aird  if-  ' 

HICHARJD  S  HE  WN  EKE  To  the  beat  of  my  mollartion,  it  w«*  either 
tha  1 9th  or  th*  20£ht  which  would  mean  either  «  Sunday  or  a  Monday.  I 
caul  gi<re  you  an  «act  date.  I  moan,  that**  the  boot  I  can  do  ia  toy  it  wa* 
ih*  19th  or  the20ih 

NAIUtATOR  While  qu**t*©n»  remain  ibout  Caaay**  achodulo  and  Kar* 
rub»a  and  ih*  H**hvmia ^  involvement,  «o#ho  naif'  prod  aimed  vritn«o»ea  to  an 
*r»a,for  hoaugeo  deal  Save  turned  ooi  not  to  bo  credible  ot  oil. 

Mr.  SMEWNEKE  h  w*a  %  c«a*  nf,  ""OK.  ywYo  going  to  got  your 
minna.  W*Y#  going  i*  got  om*  hcMUgwe.* 

NARRATOR  U»i  April  when  FRONTLINE  An*  eiamined  tho  1980 
i-a**g»  myaiory/  wo  recounted  th#  antoenoa  of  *  fodoral  trial  fa  FWUand. 

Ic  that  1980  tr*o3f  Richard  Bronnuko,  an  Owfon  butonmmw  with 
*  tpwtahy  in  money  fku-ndering.  w»»  ammd  of  pwjory  for  gamming  to  t 
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KAft&ATOR  Jr  to*  R**g*n  c*mp*i gn  S&  c*<  miapirw  to  dcW  *  H«U^ 
roiaata*  i*  ih*J%  *no*b*f  applanation  that  fita  ttaa  b»4y  *f  <arcum*t*nt;*f  •vi- 
49**»  that  *riata?  FBONTUSZ*  tmaatonttcn  At*  h***?  at  }uM  a  tfh  a 
pe*tihUiiv,  that  Htfpuhlkan  doraacta  wito  th*  Iranian*  did  «ci»t»  t?ai  wwe 

intoadwl  not  *  huatog*  7«Uan».  taut  to  *in  toair**)****  a*  «ar?y  ** 

pcat&le  Remember  what  l>T«*id*flt  Ronald  fU*g*r<  wud  on  tta  P*Jm 
SnHngkgiif  wriwiaai&tox?  , 

Prm,  UZa&aH.  I  did  thing*  actu*Uy  to*  ottar  way,  to  fcy  mm! 
b*  of  tab  in  ftftttaf  thta*  taaaUnpw  —  I  Toil  wy  owry  <«  to*m  —  and 
getting  them  out  a*  tlnar*.  And  tol*  sta)*  toinfc  th*l  l  ww  wecri^d 
a  bend  (  tta'I  c»  a  campaign  thing,  la  thaclvil*  ftctKW\.  (  iid  *nov*  Iking* 

to  tty  t#i)yy  ntboC  91^. 

NARRATOR  Wta«t  ptoatad  U.  «j>Uto  wtai  ta  held  don*  ^vn  euf* 

ttai*  might  h*v*  iw  wm# 

P***.  JCJKIAGAN.  Ev*iy  effort  cm  pars  wi u  toward  *<nnf- 

ing  them  tam*.  _ 

REPORTED-  Dmm  that  fiMM  contact*  with  ttalr*nl*n  gownmont’ 
Pm,  JU^CUN;N*  by  «*#,**, 

REPORTER:  By  ywir  campaign,  porta**?  % 

hm  REAGAN:  W*^  J  e«t*  get  into  daURa.  Sow*  of  ttaao  toing* 

an*  intU  chuviftotf, 

NARR.At'OR  &•***<*  tUin*.  v»hn  ta  ;  by  >iaa*lftod:*  U  hi* 

e^tn^mign  <x*>6\ku4  *n?  f«vif,*n  policy  IvUtiwtffi.  it  *Wjd  oai  tavr  Wu 

tlaaaUM.  it*  ****  util!  only  o  candidate. 

But  FRONTLINE  did  fmd  that  mow  Republican  active  wtT«  erplonng. 
asyi  to  h*)p  end  Ih*  hwtog*  cri»i*  u  early  m  *»x  month*  Wort  th*  etoc* 
tiorv  BoaicUw  humanitarian  cwicwrn  for  Uw  b.wUg**,  thm  /«*»  worry  the* 
tS*  arxfcia  w**  eroding  Ameoc***  imfer*  in  Uwt  But  ttar*  '»ta  ainrt  kar 

that  if  Pt^widiM'it  man  bu  h»Uf»*4  tn*dnr rv  fifiht  pafoc^  *J«ctian  d#>, 

tha  *o-tfcUod  Ortobat  Sarpnm,  U  oauid  thr««Oen  Jiowald  R>Mf,arV*  e»ja<Od 
victory, 

Ptmc  RUSH  Ail  !  know  w,  thtr-fc*  >.  fto^juat  wth  .;tac4  > 

think  gar*i»rkUy  «nK>ngatthit  ^Ifc^-orjuU,  vail,  thu  Cortork  *  p*>j|iw:»Uy 
tough  follow.  Hall  di  •n>thinff  u>  gat  and  Wtk  ta.fr opesrod; 

for  roma  Octotar  S^xrpriaa  And  I  H  dflisan't  hapjfv*n  if  itV  a  »w»- 
triv»d  ovant  Ihtt  h«c  i^rt-row  fwlaiwl  bonrfu  bu5  Ung  nift 
dotfifoontol  tananp—  datri«iafit — ta  oftoff-rkn  tletnmanr 
NARRATOR  A  £s?utJtj  A AHtao  «tw  daakvr,  ©iark  *uum*r|r(  4o  tav# 

bvan  approactad  by  CWy.  «rh«:  Kokad  h*«i  to  haip  *mmga  *  *<tap  .  %xlh 
African  waapont  for  ?h**  Ai^ancan  h<»Sa^ga« 

DtRJtt  BTOFFBERC:  h  vaa  duriiw  tta  asmaver  XWO.  t  ahd'A^k^bl- 
ieaguaa  of  mino  rtaro  inKruf««ntal  911  ing  ti»  rofoMt  of  thnk  Brvtiah 
W#  <ta  kind  ol  offk^ra  *»v,  Ita  Swadiah  *mbA**^  ♦nd 
had  to  dalivar  ***icaur  wm*  w>  Uhn  franiana  At  a  *a*uir.  of  tht»:  1  woa  >wr* 
i*#L* |  h?  tta  .-fiPSh'  r  Jo  ih  tta  erw^wiar  of  tedO..  f  w«a  cakan  by 

It*  $rm*H  r/flcifiU  id,  tta  'CApH^?  and  J  via*  eon* 

by .4  n^-n-  a-tatf  Mr,  **  IMhor 

•faro^. 

NARRATOR.'  Raiatr  Jacobi  vat  an  ti>i*mtU«\«J  intaiiiigenca  fraalancar 
wta  <mad«  a  tiring  in  tta  ahadowy  »wW  of  oovart  cpartiiona.  Suflbarg  aaid 
Jaa>biiook  him  to  matt  wn»  important  AffWttKaJc' 

Mi,  BTOFFBRRC:  fUirurr  came  to  pkk  ma  tip  tta  om  'Prmirtg,  took  mo  to 
tta  Churd^  a  Hotol  *—  it  «h  abcHit  »;3d  —  a#wl  itttr^watd  n>a  thart  to  9 
man  which  ta  caltod  *Mr.  Caaay4*  a  till  trum*  tat ding,  atfghtfr  atoopod  Ha 
waa  Mtting  at  a  Ubla  atona.  t  jomad  him,  Wt  had  dinrvsr  1i  iaatod  for  about 


— 12  — 


thra«  boura.  I  waa  aakod  if  dunng  ita  oootacU  !  bad,  if  w«  could  aaaiat  on 
tha  »am*  way  w*  got  th«  Bniith  tat&afM  1* tosaad  to  got  tta  hoaUgw 
r*:*uj*d  that  war#  t*tan  during  th*  tmtaaay  aiaga  1  aaid,  'Cacrtoiniy.  wtlJ 
talk  to  ita  paopl*  'cOncrmtd  %md  gsv*  wh*Uv«r  cooparatton  w*  could.* 

Mr,  PARRY:  AiW  Mr  C«*«y  wj*  looking  for  a  way  to  f*t  to*  hoatagaa  &vst5 
not  kaop  tham  in? 

Mr,  8TOPFIIERG  Moat  daHnitaly.  Ha  wan  tod  toast  ratoaaad  and  wa  had 
to  uaa  wtatortf  mattada  w*  could  with  tta  Imdana  and  toa  Iranian* 
waniad  waapoot. 

NARRATOR:  StofTWg  has  aworo  to  Uua  aooount  to  a  an  afbdavit  to  Con 
graaaional  tnvatlagatorv  and  praaantod  docuxMRtto  atamog  that  ba  w«*  in 

in  audA^gto^c  Traced  down  to  Haw*  ftorto,  oMw*  au^ 
Pw»ig;  wRnaoa;  .«««>*>  ta*  aortwtoaa*ad  tta  owwwj.W*) 

to  douVK  fcMb  «tortof ,  Stoftbiitf g  dai.^'-ihat  it 

w*».  work  to*  Bmkto  lviai*«va*  7*W-r*  toat  ^  him  tViO>y«d  jWi  Caav.v 
to  m»d  *umni*v  l^ftO  But  >h«  thraa  Bntiab  b<rajw  w«?<  not  raioaavd  un- 

Fabruary  tS  \ #il  Ai  baat.  Sinrlbarff"»  talp  to  to«  Bribah  wa*  in  i  vary 
'.'akf  tk  -toir*  ^han  lia  aappoaadly  mat  with  &Miy«  Jacob*  u  axudhar  vitrv»t 
of  dubious  rradibi)il>  Indawd,  Jaa&bi  Wtc  3w/71wv^  war*  noth  fadng 
chargva  «tar*  U'hk  ftrat  ufTarad  Uuur  dain*  about  a  C*o*r»  mart¬ 
in#  StoRWrtf*  taaUmany  *c  Congmaicnal  inv-Mtigscom  looking  Into 
Ut*  t&*ob*r  tTjirprcit  aillogationa  .iwf  halp  him  *b*v*  *  law  month*  ftIT  a 
iiantaiic*. 

Li«a  and  Deception? 

How*v«r  toa  avidanca  ic  vtowad,  thara  *Nit»  to  ba  no  asplanatian  for  tha 
*****  of  drcumataniial  rAdanca  that  aafcta.  No  ana  hypothaaia  a«wma  to  fit 
•U  th«  witnaaac*'  account*.  Can  tha  VS-  Congraaa  or  any  invaatigator  avar 
di*cnv«r  tha  truth? 

0>n*idjwr  on*  mM  j*« toe  of  tha  Ocwtar  Siirprtit*  purala  PamamW 
Eichard  Brtnnaka?  He  th»  wan  vivi  »msi  ha  waa  in  Pari*  witij  Caarj  m 
Octotar  of  3960,  but  war  later  .'ound  to  ba  lying,  Hir  atiwy  dnaan'i  and 
^ta  *]Ieg*tior<  that  Dm*rvfM  parti*  m  ?*m  mar  ting!  wru  nsc 
at  firat  put  forward  ’f#  Sr»Mi.if.u  kunaaif  Teat  kUagsutioo  cam*  from  a  my*, 
tarb^a*  aboret  who  faced  irv  Saptomtar,  IWJi,  cwu  stoniKi-  tafia  *  toat 
yaar'a  praaidantia)  ftootM.  On*  th*  Ofttoca  e*U*d  y  radio  Talk  ik 
Lea  Angeie*.  , 

*Mir.  RA3UN":  Tta  nam*  Tm  going  to  ua*  thi*  evening  it  Mr.  fouin. 

im  HOST:  Mr  K*un, 

2nd  HOST:  Mr  fUnnY  uU  m  abemt  to*  Gasirga  Both  aennaetion  to 

thii  a!Ug«d  d«0.  Wat  ha  liters? 

wMr„  RtllFT  Sura  a*  Cod  m*A»  litUa  groan  *pp tat, 

NARRATOR  Though  Srennaka  backtd  up  Eauhk  account,  raporUrt 
<kucUy  diicwerad^ *nm  in  R*unk  atory, 

MARTIN  K3UAN  Mr.  Raiin  first  c*Uad  m*  to,  !  think  it  wAa,  , early  3fp. 
(crribrr. 

NARRATOR  Mtriin  Kifian  it  a  Waatongton  o»rr*»ba?»denl  ^rtot  Carmnn 
m«#«f  m*  fVr  Spurge! 

Mk  K2LIAN:  And  ha  waa  talking  about  tort*  mtatinga  in  Pafto,  two  On 
Sunday,  Iba  19th  of  Ortobar,  on*  Monday,  tta  20th.  And  ha  rattled  down  a 
h»t  of  name*,  among  them  Richard  Allan  and  Mr.  Gregg.  Now,  vary  quickly 
it  turned  out  to  at  thar*  war*  pmbkm*  wito  Mr.  Raxtnk  atocy. !  found  out 
that  Mr  Allan*  whom  Mr.  Riuto  had  atxuaed  ef  having  bean  part  of  tow 
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jJi««  w~km*d>  OctoW  l*th,  Sundi)  XM.hU  »UW*.  **#  ***  *'* 
had  teem  Art  lorm  Ulk  *&*»■«• ,  Sunday  taifr  f****#  “*♦:  4  _ 

HAKKATOR  Tb*  dwcrwklto*  of  h*d  4  **»£&*  *******  ■  ***** 

ber  Sunprie*  tjtectte*  !«(  eredibWity  $h*  wfo»  »W  R*li«T  WhV  W**  h* 

lying7  fLliar,  bur  teamed  that  ftfctttfa  *****  WA*  0*W*la  yj™***^  * 
forma*  Hurwujrt  profwiwy  erui  author.  In  t/w  *fid  w!v  Wr  hh  Had 

mm  A  «*mbm  «f  pr*atig**u*  so«**y  ewerA*,  bwt,  in  lb*  **  *P*M**U* 
Uirt*«4  t*  poUUor  U  fRONTLiNE  :#*W  ** 

W**hinfi<wv  wt**re  H*  d/T*y*d  h*  1#*^  **  *  <*n*u|l*i>l  JpafciW’rfrig  in 
ntf«<i»*  c*JB*p*>gn  Mouth  FRONTLINE  l«**Ud  UWtour  ui  \*n**oy 
what*  h*  n*"  liver 

Mr.  P'ARJRY:  tt  LeiVmter  yvuf  reel  *«»•? 

OSWALD  UWINTO  t  prefer  not  V'  *»*"«*  «h*l.  OK? 

Mr.  TARRY  Will,  w*~  &. 

Mr.  La  WINTER  U>  th*  nem*  on  *tf  ***•*<»* 

Mr,  PARBT:  li  t  the*  n*m*  <h*  yw*  Cutoff***  ?  •  •  • 

NARRATOR.  LeWint*/  admitted  ha  Wa*  Indeed  ftuio  wr*i  the*  «<  ^  w 
irv  18 AH,  hut  hu  new  atory  ***  **•*  mart  bUarre.  Hr  dAtfload  ibeihe  had 
b*»n  hit  ad  by  four  Ai**nr*n  .nuhkgwjww  uparetivaa  to  **k  October  Si^rta- 
allegation#  with  enough  fo*e  information  to  *3ieeradil  4h*  .wfeclc  nr^sy. 

Mr.  La  WINTER  Wall,  1  mat  with  (mr  pwovb.  kmlmlxj,  »*#  &»**  w 
undent  end  that  theta  were  a  numb*r  of  other*  wbcv  w*r^  »otnr**tod  fe 
•eeinf  this  eucreed —  m  other  war'd*,  making  *****  that'll*#  n**&x*  io*l  »*>ter- 
eet,  thei  the  atory  wee  dwcr  edited  .’; 

NARRATOR  LaWinier  r*fu rmd  to  **y  who  the  four  pwHplf  w*r<  «'«P 
poeedly  hired  few,  nor  *ouid  he  p<ro*id*  e^  other  eupj^r^ng  wifatm  %o 
hie  new  •too',  too,  at  let  hie.  then,  a  deewpiiorf  a  itior  ^ 

U  nothin!  eh w,  the  itr.rv  af  OeweJd  UWi/vt«“  eeeou-  W  tf*\V‘ici£e  a>e 

•trenga  rtatur*  of  the  riddl*  tehwi  the  October  Svry fine. 

In  I  km  report  we  uwthwd  on  oniy  %  (wm  of  the  'rueethwi#  ‘Wtroundinr  *he 
ellesred  oonepiraoy  LWanite  of  mveetigen on  a»ul  iMe^iwea  *Mtj> 

hundreda  of  pwjyki  in  £wrv*Ab»  Middle  Eaei  and  the  tyritod  SHfim*-**** 
not  have  a  aetiefactofy  erwwwr  for  whei  did  or  thi  not  happen  ^  MWO-  TRj 
cow^Jccity  and  ug!inaw  <rf  the  <Vtdb<sr  .^urprwe  chargf*  it  Moder- 
•tendabW  why  wany  ynUticiana,  Journal j*u  and  rdUrah*  io  die- 

miaa  the  jeeadhiVity  of  a  iueuege  deal  aiP>#athyf,  ^ 

But  *  nwr*  e»ch*u«tj«r  revinr  V  wfW-#Wcf««>  v|  u 

IrenUna  tnaidehad  light  on  two  JeMr  idetoncel  Af*.er  P>Ohe  n 

ineugvoreu^rt  the  U  S  g<rvarn«r»er»t  did  e»-»U»c?fUe  Irreftl  to 

•hip  US.  we«{K>ne  io  in*r.  Ae  FROOTUME  tepoc^ei  *  ye'**' '•*** .  end  aa  the 
J<or*  Ti*ncA  eieo  haa  found,  th*t  e^rorel  we#  ede^at*'* 

••tpliuived.  W>*o  ®evo  OX  awd  wh? T 

And  ^ben  e  m-w  hoaUge  cr>.#it  t-lruck  in  to  any  of  thwaame  henj  of 

arm*  otaelera  fme^daie  end  inUUigeooe  «pe*;at»v*a  were  togothef  egar^ 
!oh»  Shehee*,  F'&rm*r^  Willum  C‘**rr  end  Cyrue  Hoeheml  *Jr  j*Vh*d 
ronwa  in  e  echao»*'  to  win  fyeedvm  for  Am»o«*R  W*ei  in  Leherroo  Cyrw 
ffeehemi  brought  to  the  AreMnofmielinx  #aai#»tw  an  Iren»e»«  namod 
Kerruhi,  Mehdi  KarrobU  brother  TK»l  *sm%  *rr»u»*iV  heeui^e  wrhenx# 
reuJd  bieaao»e  kouwri  *»  the  rn»n^rti*»-nnci  elTesr. 

Tha  CengretemitA*  «>ii3H.nutAM  io^»Ug«lirg  the  Oduohwr  Surpriaa  ia  due 
xr  reiwaee  a  prah misery  report  lh«*  eUmmer,  b»ot  ever >  with  the  powsr  tc 
■ampef  teriimon^  end  Ip  aubp^wn*  dhcvmenU.  Vtvet.  inveelig^cion.  him  m 
.itter  pertiean  dabeae.  *  deunUng  ML  ’rha  ovemdir^g  trut>i  ehoui 
18AP  may  be  that  lb*  AtowWipah  hw«r  kr*tw  whet  happwwd 

VNNOUNCfR  Next  i*w*  *.«n  f'RONTUJWf,  4hr  deepen!^  djvuto  bet  ww 
ha  pohiiaruie  end  the  JWttle, 
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OUR  FILE  NUMBER 

H  75256-00006 


E.  Lawrence  Barcella,  Jr.,  Esq. 

Chief  Counsel 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
October  Surprise  Task  Force 
Ford  House  Office  Building 
Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Barcella: 

This  letter  responds  on  behalf  of  President  Reagan  to 
the  questions  that  were  set  forth  in  your  letter  of  July  21, 
1992. 


Question  (1):  HWhat  was  former  President  Reagan 
referring  to  during  the  interview  [reported  on 
Frontline  on  April  7,  1992]  when  he  said  he  'did 
some  things  actually  the  other  way  .  .  .  •  and 
•every  effort  on  my  part  was  directed  towards 
bringing  [the  hostages]  home.*?  What  specifically 
did  he  do  and  what  efforts  were  made  by  him  or  any 
other  campaign  officials  to  affect  the  release  of 
the  hostages?91 

Answer  (1):  President  Reagan  and  Reagan /Bush 
campaign  officials  made  it  clear  by  their  conduct 
and  statements  during  the  campaign  that  they  were 
supportive  of  the  Carter  Administration  efforts  to 
secure  the  release  of  American  hostages  held  in 
Iran.  For  example,  a  statement  by  Ronald  Reagan 
was  issued  on  September  13,  1980  supporting  the 
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terms  for  the  release  of  the  hostages  then  being 
reported  by  the  press;  stating  that  the  hostages 
should  "be  released  immediately  upon  conclusion  of 
an  agreement;"  promising  not  to  "make  [hostages] 
negotiations  a  partisan  issue  in  the  campaign;" 
pledging,  if  elected,  to  "observe  the  terms  of  an 
agreement;"  and  stating  categorically  that  "there 
should  be  no  delay  in  freeing  the  hostages  with 
any  thought  by  Iran  that  it  might  get  better  terms 
after  the  election  in  November." 

President  Reagan  is  aware  of  nc  statement  made  by 
him  during  his  candidacy,  or  by  any  campaign 
official,  in  public  or  private,  to  suggest  that 
they  would  be  interested  in  any  way  in  becoming 
involved  in  negotiations  respecting  the  release  of 
the  hostages  during  President  Carter's  tenure  as 
President . 

The  campaign  at  all  times  made  it  clear  that  the 
holding  of  American  hostages  by  Iran  was 
intolerable  and  unacceptable  and  the  hostages 
should  be  released. 

At  all  times  President  Reagan  and  the  campaign 
acted  consistent  with  the  time-honored  principle 
that  Americans  speak  only  through  their  President 
in  matters  of  foreign  relations  and  national 
security.  President  Reagan  believed  that  as  long 
as  President  Carter  was  President,  he  was  the  only 
voice  for  American  foreign  policy. 

Question  (2) :  "Was  former  President  Reagan  aware 
of  any  contacts  with  any  representatives  of  the 
Iranian  government  by  anyone  connected  directly  or 
indirectly  with  the  Republican  campaign  or  the 
Republican  party  from  November  4,  1979  through 
January  21,  1981  with  respect  to  affecting  the 
status  of  the  hostages?" 

Answer  (2) :  No. 

Question  (3):  "What  was  former  President  Reagan 
referring  to  when  he  indicated  that  some  of  the 
details  were  still  'classified'?  Is  he  aware  of 
any  documents  or  records  of  any  sort,  whether 
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classified  or  not,  regarding  tbe  matters  under 
review  by  the  Task  Force?  Does  he  recall  any 
briefings  he  was  given  on  this  subject  prior  to 
his  inauguration?" 

Answer  (3) :  President  Reagan  cannot  recall  what 
he  meant  by  referring  to  matters  being  classified. 
However,  the  subject  of  the  hostages  and  the 
Carter  Administration  efforts  to  secure  the 
release  of  the  hostages  was  known  to  be  sensitive, 
delicate  and  presumably,  subject  to  high  levels  of 
national  security  protection.  President  Reagan 
has  always  been  extremely  careful  never  to  make 
public  statements  on  matters  covered  by  sensitive 
national  security  classifications  and  to  avoid 
discussing  subjects  that  even  inadvertently  might 
result  in  disclosing  classified  material. 

President  Reagan  is  not  aware  of  any  documents  or 
records  pertinent  to  the  Task  Force's 
investigation.  Some  time  ago  he  instructed  the 
custodians  of  the  Reagan  Administration 
presidential  records  to  search  for  any  such 
records  or  documents  and  to  make  public  any  that 
were  found.  None  were  located  that  suggested  in 
any  fashion  that  Reagan  campaign  officials  acted 
improperly  relative  to  the  hostages.  Moreover, 
your  Task  Force  has  been  given  broad  access  to 
those  campaign  records  and  has  been  given  copies 
of  documents  it  requested.  President  Reagan  is 
not  aware  of  any  such  documents  that  supported  any 
inference  of  improper  conduct  relative  to  the 
hostages  by  anyone  in  the  campaign. 

President  Reagan  does  not  have  any  recollection  of 
any  pre-inauguration  briefings  that  would  shed  any 
further  light  on  the  subject  of  the  Task  Force 
investigation . 

President  Reagan  believes  that  there  is  no  basis 
whatsoever  for  the  unwarranted  and  unsubstantiated  charge  that 
anyone  connected  with  him  or  his  1980  campaign  for  President  did 
anything  to  delay  the  release  of  the  hostages.  The  charge 
appears  to  be  without  any  foundation  in  fact  and  is  utterly 
incompatible  with  President  Reagan's  character  and  conduct 
throughout  his  life. 
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For  your  further  information,  we  are  enclosing  a  copy 
of  President  Reagan's  answers  to  questions  on  this  same  subject 
directed  to  him  by  the  Special  Counsel  of  the  Senate  Subcommittee 
on  Near  Eastern  and  South  Asian  Affairs  of  the  Committee  on 
Foreign  Relations. 


Very  truly  yours, 

"  ■ 

Theodore  B.  Olson 


TBO/hlv 

WL92  2860.037 
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Reid  H.  Weingarten,  Esq. 

Special  Counsel 
Subcommittee  on  Near  Eastern 
and  South  Asian  Affairs 
Committee  on  Foreign  Relations 
U.S.  Senate 

Washington,  D.C.  20510-6225 
Dear  Mr.  Weingarten: 

This  letter  responds  on  behalf  of  President  Reagan  to 
the  questions  that  were  set  forth  in  your  letter  of  July  22, 
1992. 


Question  1:  "During  ths  period  of  November  4, 

1979  to  January  20 ,  1981  (inclusive)  did  you  have 
any  contact  (including,  but  not  limited  to, 
written  correspondence,  personal  conversations, 
and  telephonic  communications)  with  any  foreign 
national(s),  official  or  otherwise,  relating  to 
ths  holding  of  the  American  hostages  in  Iran?  If 
yes,  please  describe  such  contacts  and  provide  any 
documents  in  your  possession  referring  or  relating 
to  such  contacts  or  your  Knowledge  of  them." 

Answer  1:  No. 

Question  2:  "During  the  period  of  November  4, 

1979  to  January  20,  1981  (inclusive)  did  you  have 
any  contact  (including,  but  not  limited  to. 
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written  correspondence,  personal  conversations, 
and  telephonic  communications)  with  any  foreign 
national (s),  official  or  otherwise,  relating  to 
the  transfer  or  transshipment  of  American-made 
military  equipment  or  spare  parts  to  Iran  directly 
from  the  United  States  or  from  Israel  or  any  other 
third  party  countries  or  intermediaries?  If  yes, 
please  describe  such  contacts  and  provide  any 
documents  in  your  possession  referring  or  relating 
to  such  contacts  or  your  knowledge  of  them." 

Answer  2 :  No . 

Question  3:  "Do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  any 
unauthorized  transmission  of  classified  and/or 
secret  information  relating  to  the  Iran  hostage 
crisis  by  any  member  of  the  carter  Administration 
to  any  individual (s) ,  official  or  otherwise, 
associated  with  the  Republican  Party  or  the 
Reagan-Bush  presidential  campaign,  during  the 
period  November  4,  1979  to  January  20,  1981 
(inclusive)?  If  yes,  please  describe  such 
transmissions  and  provide  any  documents  in  your 
possession  referring  or  relating  to  such 
transmissions  or  your  knowledge  of  them." 

Answer  3:  No. 

Question  4:  "Have  you  ever  met  or  spoken  to  John 
Shaheen?  If  yes,  please  describe  the  nature  of 
your  contact  with  John  Shaheen  and  provide  any 
documents  in  your  possession  referring  or  relating 
to  such  contacts  with  him." 

Answer  4:  The  President  has  no  recollection  of 
ever  having  heard  of  or  spoken  with  John  Shaheen. 

Question  5:  "Have  you  ever  met  or  spoken  to  Cyrus 
Hashemi?  If  yes,  please  describe  the  nature  of 
your  contact  with  Cyrus  Hashemi  and  provide  any 
documents  in  your  possession  referring  or  relating 
to  such  contacts  with  him." 

Answer  5:  The  President  has  no  recollection  of 
ever  having  heard  of  or  spoken  with  Cyrus  Hashemi 
until  references  to  him  arose  in  the  press 
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regarding  various  matters  -  and  the  name  neither 
had  nor  has  any  significance  to  President  Reagan. 

Question  6:  "Do  you  have  any  knowledge  as  to 
whether  William  Casey  traveled  outside  the  United 
States  during  the  period  March  1/  1980  to  January 
21,  1981  (inclusive)?  if  yes,  please  identify  the 
countries  and  cities  visited,  the  duration  and 
purpose  of  each  trip,  and  provide  any  documents  in 
your  possession  referring  or  relating  to  such 
travel." 

Answer  6:  President  Reagan  is  not  aware  of  any 
such  travel. 

Question  7s  "Do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  any 
effort  by  private  United  States  citizens  or 
government  officials  to  delay  or  manipulate  the 
timing  of  the  release  of  the  United  States 
hostages  held  in  Iran  in  relation  to  the  United 
States  presidential  election  of  1980?  If  yes, 
pl8*se  describe  such  knowledge  and  provide  any 
documents  in  your  possession  referring  or  relating 
to  such  knowledge." 

Answer  7 :  No . 

Question  8:  "During  the  period  November  4,  1979 
to  January  20,  1981,  did  you  make  any  efforts  to 
expedite  or  facilitate  the  release  of  the  United 
States  hostages  held  in  Iran?  If  yes,  please 
describe  such  efforts  and  provide  any  documents  in 
your  possession  referring  or  relating  to  such 
efforts." 

Answer  8:  Every  public  or  private  statement  made 
by  President  Reagan  during  the  campaign  was 
supportive  and  encouraging  to  Carter 
Administration  efforts  to  secure  release  of 
hostages  as  rapidly  as  possible.  President  Reagan 
even  released  a  statement  making  it  clear  that  the 
hostage-holders  should  not  "delay  .  .  .  freeing 
the  hostages  with  any  thought  .  .  .  that  [Iran] 
might  get  better  terms  after  the  election  in 
November . " 
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Question  9:  "Do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  any 
efforts  made  by  any  individual ( s) ,  official  or 
otherwise,  associated  with  the  Republican  Party  or 
the  Reagan-Bush  presidential  campaign,  to  expedite 
or  facilitate  the  release  of  the  Unites  States 
hostages  held  in  Iran?  If  yes,  please  describe 
such  knowledge  and  provide  any  documents  in  your 
possession  referring  or  relating  to  such 
knowledge." 

Answer  9 :  Every  public  or  private  statement  made 
by  President  Reagan  was  supportive  and  encouraging 
to  Carter  Administration  efforts  to  secure  release 
of  hostages  as  rapidly  as  possible. 

Question  10:  "Do  you  have  any  knowledge  of  any 
sales  (both  official  and  unofficial) , 
transshipments,  or  other  transfers  of  any 
American-made  military  equipment  or  spare  parts  to 
Iran  directly  from  the  United  States  or  from 
Israel  or  any  other  any  third-party  countries  or 
intermediaries  during  the  period  January  20,  1981 
to  December  31,  1981  (inclusive)?  If  yes,  please 
describe  such  knowledge  and  provide  any  documents 
in  your  possession  referring  or  relating  to  such 
knowledge." 

Answer  10:  President  Reagan  has  no  present 
recollection  of  any  such  events. 

For  your  further  information,  we  are  enclosing  a  copy 
of  President  Reagan's  responses  to  questions  submitted  to  him  on 
this  subject  by  the  House  of  Representatives  "October  Surprise" 
Task  Force. 

Very  truly  yours, 

*^1  /  o  _ 

Theodore  B.  Olson 

TBO/hlv 
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E.  Lawrence  Bar cel la,  Jr.,  Esq. 

Chief  counsel 

U.S.  House  of  Representatives 
October  Surprise  Task  Force 
Ford  House  Office  Building 
3rd  and  D  Streets,  S.W.,  Room  175C 
Washington,  D.C.  205 IS 

Re:  October  Surprise 

Dear  Kr.  Barcella: 

Pursuant  to  your  request,  President  Reagan  submits 
herewith  his  answers  under  oath  to  the  written  questions  that  you 
submitted . 


Very  truly  yours, 

Theodore  B.  Olson 


TBO/hlv 

Enclosure 


cc:  Richard  J.  Leon,  Esq. 
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Answers  of  Ronald  Wilson  Reagan  to  Questions  Submitted 
by  E.  Lawrence  Barcella: 


Question  (l):  "What  was  former  President  Reagan 
referring  to  during  the  interview  (reported  on 
Frontline  on  April  7,  1992]  when  be  said  he  'did 
some  things  actually  the  other  way  ... 1  and 
'every  effort  on  my  part  was  directed  towards 
bringing  [the  hostages]  home.'?  What  specifically 
did  he  do  and  what  efforts  were  made  by  him  or  any 
other  campaign  officials  to  affect  the  release  of 
the  hostages?" 

Answer  (1):  I  believe  that  I  and  Reagan/Bush 
campaign  officials  made  it  clear  by  our  conduct 
and  statements  during  the  campaign  that  we  were 
supportive  of  the  Carter  Administration  efforts  to 
secure  the  release  of  American  hostages  held  in 
Iran.  For  example,  a  statement  was  issued  on 
September  13,  1980  supporting  the  terms  for  the 
release  of  the  hostages  then  being  reported  by  the 
press,  stating  that  the  hostages  should  "be 
released  immediately  upon  conclusion  of  an 
agreement,"  promising  not  to  "make  [hostages] 
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negotiations  a  partisan  issue  in  the  campaign;" 
pledging,  if  elected,  to  "observe  the  terms  of  an 
agreement,"  and  stating  categorically  that  "there 
should  be  no  delay  in  freeing  the  hostages  with 
any  thought  by  Iran  that  it  might  get  better  terms 
after  the  election  in  November." 

I  am  not  presently  aware  of  any  statement  made 
during  my  candidacy  by  me,  or  by  any  campaign 
official,  in  public  or  private,  to  suggest  any 
interest  in  becoming  involved  in  negotiations 
respecting  the  release  of  the  hostages  during 
President  Carter's  tenure  as  President. 

To  the  best  of  my  knowledge,  the  campaign  at  all 
times  made  it  clear  that  the  holding  of  American 
hostages  by  Iran  was  intolerable  and  unacceptable 
and  the  hostages  should  be  released. 

To  the  best  of  ay  knowledge,  at  all  times  I  and 
the  campaign  acted  consistent  with  the  time- 
honored  principle  that  Americans  speak  only 
through  their  President  in  matters  of  foreign 
relations  and  national  security.  I  believed  that 
as  long. as  President  Carter  was  President,  he  was 
the  only  voice  for  American  foreign  policy. 
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Question  (2>:  "Was  former  Praaidsnt  Reagan  avars 
of  any  contacts  with  any  representativas  of  tha 
Iranian  government  by  anyone  connect ad  directly  or 
indirectly  with  the  Republican  campaign  or  the 
Republican  party  from  November  4,  1979  through 
January  21,  1981  with  respect  to  affecting  the 
status  of  the  hostages?" 

Answer  (2) :  I  have  no  recollection  of  any  such 
contacts. 

Question  (3) :  "What  was  former  President  Reagan 
referring  to  when  he  indicated  that  some  of  the 
details  wore  still  'classified*?  Is  he  aware  of 
any  documents  or  records  of  any  sort,  whether 
classified  or  not,  regarding  the  matters  finder 
review  by  the  Task  Force?  Does  he  recall  any 
briefings  he  was  given  on  this  subject  prior  to 
his  inauguration?" 

Answer  (3):  I  cannot  recall  what  I  may  have  had 
in  mind  when  I  made  this  statement.  However,  the 
subject  of  the  hostages  and  the  Carter 
Administration  efforts  to  secure  the  release  of 
the  hostages  was  known  to  be  sensitive,  delicate 
and  presumably  subject  to  high  levels  of  national 
security  protection.  I  have  always  tried  to  be 
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extremely  careful  not  to  make  public  statements  on 
matters  covered  by  sensitive  national  security 
classifications  and  to  avoid  discussing  subjects 
that  even  inadvertently  might  result  in  disclosing 
classified  material.  I  may  simply  have  felt  that 
this  whole  subject  —  negotiations  concerning  the 
hostages  —  was  too  sensitive  to  discuss  further. 

I  am  not  aware  of  any  documents  or  records 
pertinent  to  the  Task  Force's  investigation.  Some 
time  ago  I  instructed  the  custodians  of  the  Reagan 
Administration  presidential  records  to  search  for 
any  such  records  or  documents  and  to  make  public 
any  that  were  found.  Apparently  none  were  located 
that  suggested  in  any  fashion  that  campaign 
officials  acted  improperly  relative  to  the 
hostages.  I  understand  that  the  Task  Force  has 
been  given  broad  access  to  those  campaign  records 
and  has  been  given  copies  of  documents  it 
requested.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  such  documents 
that  suggested  any  improper  conduct  relative  to 
the  hostages  by  anyone  in  the  campaign. 

I  do  not  have  any  recollection  of  any  pre- 
inauguration  briefings  that  would  shed  any  further 
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light  on  the  subject  of  the  Task  Force 
investigation . 


I  believe  that  there  is  no  basis  whatsoever  for  the 
unwarranted  and  unsubstantiated  charge  that  anyone  connected  with 
me  or  the  1980  campaign  for  President  did  anything  to  delay  the 
release  of  the  hostages.  As  far  as  I  know,  the  charge  is  without 
any  foundation  in  fact. 


I  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  that  the  foregoing 
answers  are  true  and  correct  to  the  best  of  my  recollection, 
understanding  and  belief. 


Executed  at  Los  Angeles,  California,  this  /Y  day  of 
December,  1992. 


Ronald  Wilson  Reagah\ 
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Task  force  to  investigate  captain 
allegations  concerning  the  holding  of 
American  Hostages  by  Iran  in  1960 


Dear  Sir t 

We  thank  you  for  your  fax  dated  May  18th*  1992, 

We  regret  not  to  he  able  to  answer  to  your  question. 


We  also  inform  you  that,  in  out  Country,  an  hotel  room  is 
comparable  to  a  private  home. 

Therefore,  we  are  not  allowed  to  give  any  detail*  concerning 
our  guest . 


. 


You* a  Sincerely, 


^  ASTTSfc 
general  Manager 
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translation  is  desired. 


Inqilab-i  Island  newspaper  dated 

Thursday  20th  of  Shahrivar  1359  (September  11,  1980) 

Headline  in  the  Inqilab-i  Islami  Newspaper: 

Letter  of  Ghotbzadeh  to  the  Majlis  (Iranian  Parliament)  concerning  the 
hostages.  Text  of  Mr.  Sadegh  Ghotbzaddi  the  Foreign  Minister  concerning  the 
hostages  submitted  to  the  Islamic  Republic  Majlis  on  August  18,  1980 

In  the  name  of  God,  the  Merciful,  the  Coirpassionate. 

"For  those  who  carry  the  message  of  God,  and  fear  Him  alone  and  no  one  else, 
God's  judgement  is  sufficient"  (the  Holy  Quran,  Chapter  on  Ahzab  (Parties), 
Verse  39. 


Ghotbzadeh's  letter  was  presented  to  the  honorable  representative  and 
Consultative  members  of  the  Majlis  via  (my  brother)  Hujat  al-Islam  [authority  on 
Islam]  Ali  Akbar  Rafsanjani,  the  respected  Speaker  of  the  Majlis. 


Translator's  Cor-.nents: 
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Giotbzadeh*s  letter  read  as  follows: 

New  that  by  the  help  of  God  and  good  luck,  the  great  Iranian  nation  is 
following  the  path  of  the  guiltless  Prophet,  [Muhamnad]  and  the  leader  of  Muslim 
Community  [Ayatollah  Khomeini]  who  adheres  to  the  legacy  of  nartyrdom  which  is 
the  fundamental  tenet  of  the  Islamic  Republic  enabling  Iran  to  strengthen  its 
forces  and  to  establish  the  objectives  of  the  Revolution.  Knowing  this  fact, 
each  faithful  Muslim  is  duty-bound  to  strengthen  the  objectives  of  our  revolution 
and  remove  any  inpediment  which  may  hinder  the  progress  and  growth  of  our  cause 
[Revolution] .  I  feel  it  is  my  religious  obligation  to  do  whatever  is  necessary 
and  say  what  I  know  about  our  cause.  I  shall  follow  this  course  regardless  of 
what  people  may  say  against  me,  even  openly.  In  this  critical  time  it  is  not 
proper  to  be  indifferent,  rerain  silent  and  be  negligent. 

In  the  past  few  months  we  have  been  facing  a  great  crisis  due  to  the 
hostage  taking.  We  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  consequences  of  the  hostage 
taking  have  greatly  impacted  on  our  foreign  policy  as  well  as  on  our  domestic 
policy  in  various  ways. 

The  Muslim  students  attack  on  and  occupation  of  the  U.S.  "Den  of  Spies" 
was  both  necessary  and  useful.  Their  action  proved  to  be  a  reaction  and  a 
popular  resistance  against  the  United  States  aggressive  policy  in  our  homeland. 
The  attack  on  and  occupation  of  the  ,rDen  of  Spies"  were  necessary  because  they 
have  promoted  the  public  support  for  the  Islamic  Revolution.  In  fact  the  Muslim 
students  action  crystallized  our  Revolution  which  stood  firm  against  the 
Imperialist.  The  action  of  the  Muslim  students  showed  to  the  entire  world  that 
the  Iranians  were  crying  out  loud  against  the  tyranny  of  the  criminal  Americans 
over  the  Iranian  people.  It  also  showed  to  the  Muslims  that  Islam  is  a  bulwark 
and  will  fight  relentlessly  against  Inperialism  and  that  the  Islamic  Revolution 
is  based  on  faith  and  will  not  in  any  way  corpromise  its  idealogy.  Yes,  the 
action  of  the  Muslim  students  signified  that  the  Iranians  were  suffering  under 
the  force  of  atheism  and  in  fact  their  action  nani fested  to  the  whole  world  that 
the  Iranians  have  declared  their  independence  and  freedom. 

We  have  often  declared  our  faith  and  irreversible  position  to  all 
nations.  I,  right  from  the  very  beginning  of  my  responsibilities  as  a  Foreign 
Minister,  carrying  out  our  foreign  policy,  was  faced  with  protests  made  by 
foreign  ambassadors  and  the  international  community  which  brought  up  the  question 
of  international  laws,  rules,  and  customs  as  well  as  human  rights.  I  explained 
our  nation* s  position  and  the  reasons  behind  the  action  the  attack  on  U.S. 
Embassy.  I  explained  that  the  action  of  the  Muslim  was  not  only  a  protest  but 
also  a  real  indication  that  the  Iranians  were  deprived  of  their  human  rights. 

For  exaiple,  I  now  quote  parts  of  my  discussions  with  the  ambassadors  and  members 
of  the  European  Common  Market  at  a  meeting  which  was  held  on  December  3,  1981. 

We  were  closely  watching  the  meeting  of  the  high  officials  of  the 
countries  who  were  member  of  the  European  Common  Market  held  in  Dublin.  The 
first  declaration  of  the  European  Common  Market  Countries  condemned  the  Muslim 
students  attack  on  the  ,rDen  of  Spies"  and  the  taking  of  hostages.  We  were 
hoping,  for  years,  that  the  European  Community  would  stand  out  as  a  useful 
partner  for  the  Third  World  Countries.  We  were  hoping  that  the  European 
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Community,  enjoying  national  independence,  would  come  to  our  side  and  support  our 
aspirations.  We  were  following  their  meeting  with  high  expectations  but  we  were 
rather  surprised  to  see  the  above-mentioned  declaration  was  against  us  without 
considering  the  reasons  why  the  hostage  event  took  place.  We  could  not  under¬ 
stand  the  declaration  of  the  European  Common  Market  countries  and  their  action. 
The  United  States  was  actually  ruling  our  country  for  twenty-five  years  and  was 
responsible  for  the  death  of  thousands  of  our  nationals  and,  for  their  torture  in 
the  Shah's  prisons.  The  U.S.  had  no  regard  to  the  rights  and  humanistic  values 
of  our  people. 

The  United  States  has  violated  the  international  laws.  In  our  country 
the  U.S.  diplomats  were  engaged  in  spy  activities.  Unfortunately  none  of  the 
above  facts  are  in  any  way  reflected  in  the  said  declaration.  The  Shah  took 
measures  against  thousands  of  Iranians.  The  U.S.  claiming  to  support  the  human 
rights  is  itself  responsible  for  all  those  crimes  by  reinstating  the  Shah  with 
the  assistance  of  its  spies.  Nevertheless,  none  of  these  crimes  drew  the 
attention  of  the  European  Community.  Only  the  hostage  taking  arose  their  atten¬ 
tion  and  sympathy.  We,  of  course,  did  not  expect  such  disregard  from  the 
European  Community. 

The  United  States  government  ignored  Iran's  legit  irate  request  for  the 
return  of  the  deposed  Shah.  Instead  the  U.S.  embarked  on  an  economic  embargo  of 

Iran  and  froze  Iran's  assets  and  deposits  not  only  in  the  U.S.  banks  but  also  in 

its  overseas  banks  [European  countries] . 

In  the  United  States  our  citizens  were  jailed  and  their  private 
accounts  were  frozen  in  the  banks.  Our  old  women  and  sick  persons  died  because 
they  were  not  able  to  get  their  deposits  from  the  U.S.  banks.  Hospitals  refused 
to  admit  them  for  treatment.  Our  daughters  were  molested  in  the  U.S.  No  one 
ever  mentioned  these  events.  If  nations  must  honor  international  laws  all  rules 
must  be  respected  not  only  part  of  them.  The  European  member  countries  must  take 

note  of  all  the  facts  if  they  wish  to  attain  universal  acceptance.  We  do  not 

accept  to  be  dominated  by  others.  I  am  not  a  professional  diplomat  and  therefore 
I  state  what  is  in  rty  mind  and  heart,  so  that  you  as  official  representatives  of 
the  European  Comrunity  would  pay  attention  to  these  facts.  If  syrrpathy  has  to  be 
extended  to  one  country  (U.S.)  it  must  also  be  extended  to  other  countries 
impartially.  If  the  United  States  honor  and  integrity  are  to  be  respected, 
other  nations  as  well  as  our  nation  wish  to  be  respected.  We  like  any  other 
nation  have  our  public  opinion.  The  United  States  has  violated  international 
laws  and  rules  by  appointing  spies  instead  of  diplonats  and  therefore  cannot  ask 
for  diplomatic  imnunity.  The  European  Comnunity  has  protested  our  action  but  I 
want  to  state  that  we  will  not  allow  the  U.S.  to  do  whatever  it  wants  in  the 
family  of  nations.  We  shall  not  let  the  U.S.  to  act  as  a  spoiled  child. 

The  purpose  of  giving  sanples  of  my  official  statements  is  to  show 
that  my  letter  is  based  on  our  decisive  position  vis-a-vis  the  world  reactions 
caused  by  the  hostage  taking  and  the  subsequent  crisis  thereof. 

We  must  understand  that  the  United  States  has  widely  exploited  the 
hostage  issue  in  order  to  inprove  its  image  internally.  The  U.S.,  a  nation 
deeply  divided,  turned  against  us  and  took  measures  to  isolate  Iran  internation¬ 
ally  by  making  wide  publicity.  The  Soviet  Union  has  also  played  and  is  still 
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playing  its  role  to  isolate  Iran  further.  Of  course,  each  of  the  two  Superpowers 
has  its  own  independent  aims  and  interests  in  isolating  our  nations.  The  Soviet 
Union  wants  to  see  that  Iran's  relations  severed  completely  with  the  West  and 
also  create  strained  relations  with  its  neighbors  and  thus  force  Iran  to  depend 
on  its  northern  neighbor  (the  Soviet  Union).  We  are  now  facing  Soviet  procras¬ 
tination  tactics  for  the  sale  of  materials  agreed  upon.  But  they  are  tardy  and 
have  not  given  navigation  permit  to  allow  a  ship  carrying  electrical  transformers 
through  Volga  River.  This  is  evident  by  the  letter  dated  August  7,  1980  in  which 
the  Minister  of  Power  states  his  usual  refusal  to  help  us  in  our  industrial  and 
political  difficulties.  This  is  the  present  attitude  of  our  northern  big  neigh¬ 
bor.  The  United  States  government  believes  that  international  isolation  of 
Iran  will  eventually  weaken  the  Islamic  Republic  in  all  aspects  and  thus  replace 
our  regime  with  its  own  agents.  The  U.S.  authorities  are  well  aware  of  the 
Soviet  policy  which  does  not  refrain  from  establishing  relations  with 
authoritarian  regimes  in  Iran  as  it  did  with  the  disliked  American-backed  Pahlavi 
rule  and  also  in  Argentina.  It  cannot  be  denied  that  with  U.S.  encouragement, 
the  Iraqi  Ba'athist  regime  attacked  us  and  thus  U.S.  wants  to  decimate  all  our 
military  equipments  and  spare  parts  and  further  by  its  economic  embargo  make  our 
factories  and  industries  inactive.  The  facts  show  that  we  are  all  alone  and  are 
fighting  against  the  Irrperialists  and  their  stooges.  Considering  these  facts,  we 
must  be  most  careful  to  prevent  any  waste  of  our  resources  and  reorganize  our 
internal  forces  to  resist  the  Superpowers,  the  U.S.  in  particular.  We  mist  do 
all  we  can  to  avoid  any  kind  of  pseudo  revolutionary  grandiloquent  speeches  which 
can  have  adverse  affect  on  our  efforts  in  mobilizing  our  own  forces  as  well  as 
our  domestic  resources.  Unless  we  do  our  best,  our  country  will  be  fragmented 
and  the  Superpowers  will  take  us  under  their  domination.  If  that  should  happen, 
it  will  be  a  calamity  not  only  for  us  but  for  all  the  Muslims  and  the  oppressed 
peoples  who  pin  their  hope  on  the  outcome  of  our  Islamic  Revolution. 

Now  taking  all  the  above-mentioned  points  into  consideration  we  must 
approach  the  hostage  crisis  realistically.  It  is  clearly  evident  that  continuing 
to  hold  the  hostages  under  the  present  conditions,  will  not  push  us  farther  than 
coming  to  an  understanding  with  U.S.  Inperialism,  nor  will  it  add  anything  more. 
What  should  we  really  do?  I,  with  others,  are  in  accord  that  the  hostages  should 
not  be  released  unconditionally.  This  is  really  the  general  opinion  which  I 
subscribe  to.  Yet  there  is  another  group  who  wish  to  try  the  hostages.  We  are 
told  that  among  the  hostages  there  are  spies  numbering  between  3  to  11  and  the 
rest  are  regular  staff  or  ordinary  U.S.  citizens  who  were  at  the  Qnbassy  to  ren^ 
their  passports.  What  kind  of  trial  should  we  have  for  these  people?  A  short 
trial?  A  trial  with  the  participation  of  international  observers?  If  we  adopt  a 
short  trial  and  condemn  them  as  spies,  we  will  not  be  believed.  The  public 
opinion  throughout  the  world  will  not  accept  our  verdict  and  furthermore  our  cwn 
people  will  doubt  such  finding  thus  we  lose  our  credibility.  On  the  other  hand 
if  we  adopt  a  trial  based  on  international  rules  and  regulations  requiring 
documents,  witnesses,  lawyers  and  international  observers,  we  have  to  wait  a  long 
time  and  face  problems  with  big  headaches.  There  is  no  doubt  that  our  people 
have  suffered  for  a  long  time  under  the  U.S.  influence  and  inperialistic  domina¬ 
tion.  Our  people  have  experienced  it  [the  domination]  and  are  still  witnessing 
it  even  after  the  Revolution.  But  again  if  we  decide  to  try  the  hostages 
according  to  the  international  court  rules  in  order  to  establish  individual  guilt 
of  the  hostages,  since  the  world  public  opinion  has  not  experienced  our  suffer¬ 
ing,  our  finding  will  not  be  acceptable.  We  do  not  have  the  necessary  documents 
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because  most  U.S.  original  documents  were  destroyed  during  the  first  hours  of  the 
capture  of  the  "Den  of  Spies"  by  the  Muslim  students.  The  documents  which  we 
have  been  able  to  capture,  are  not  sufficient  enough  to  prove  the  criminal 
activities  of  persons  called  as  diplomats  or  staff  of  the  diplomatic  mission. 
Nevertheless,  we  have  documents  to  prove  U.S.  crimes  in  Iran.  Should  some  of  the 
hostages  be  found  guilty  and  later  evidences  show  they  were  innocent,  then  we 
have  to  answer  why  such  hostages  were  held  more  than  nine  or  ten  months.  Who 
would  be  responsible  to  compensate  them?  As  a  general  rule  when  a  diplomat  is 
caught  red  handed  with  spying  documents,  such  individual  is  called  a  non-grata 
person  and  asked  to  leave  the  country.  We  do  not  have  a  case  showing  that  a 
staff  of  a  diplonatic  mission  has  been  found  guilty  of  the  charge  of  spying. 

This  is  the  reason  that  our  quarrel  with  the  world  will  continue.  Even  if  one 
U.S.  spy  is  proved  to  be  guilty  and  sent  to  our  prison,  there  will  be  no  change 
in  the  U.S.  policy  concerning  our  assets  seized  illegally.  To  the  U.S.  one 
single  or  fifty-two  hostages  will  make  no  difference.  That  is,  if  we  jail  one 
single  hostage  on  charges  of  spying  or  fifty-two,  the  United  States*  attitude 
will  remain  the  same  with  regard  to  our  assets. 

There  is  also  an  argument  stating  that  we  should  try  them  and  then 
after  their  conviction,  pardon  them.  This  argument  is  faulty  because  people 
throughout  the  world  know  that  we,  right  from  the  beginning  had  the  purpose  to 
convict  the  hostages  and  then  pardon  them.  Such  trial-scheme  will  not  serve  any 
good  purpose  and  is  of  no  value.  If  we  are  not  ready  to  release  those  hostages 
who  have  not  been  found  guilty,  how  then  can  we  pardon  those  who  have  been 
engaged  in  spying  activities?  I  am  totally  opposed  to  this  idea  of  trial, 
conviction  and  pardon  especially  when  pardon  must  be  granted  by  the  Imam 
(Khomeini).  It  is  inappropriate  of  the  Imam  to  issue  such  pardon  when  a  hostage 
has  been  tried  by  the  Iranian  court  and  found  guilty  of  spying  charges.  Yes, 
trial  of  hostages  will  not  serve  any  good  purpose.  Therefore,  the  hostages 
should  be  held  here  and  we  should  negotiate  for  their  release.  This  plan  should 
be  the  basis  of  our  negotiation  for  the  release  of  the  hostages.  We  had  the  same 
kind  of  plan  and  condition  when  we  demanded  for  the  return  of  the  deposed  Shah. 
That  demand  does  not  exist  new. 

Another  point  to  consider  is  this  fact.  We  know  that  the  Republican 
Party  of  the  Qnited  States  in  order  to  win  the  presidential  election  is  working 
hard  to  delay  the  solution  of  the  hostages  crisis  until  after  the  U.S.  election. 
In  the  light  of  this  fact,  if  the  hostages  issues  is  solved,  during  the  coming"” 
four  years  we  will  be  considered  to  have  acted  according  to  the  desire  of  the 
U.S.  Republican  Party.  Under  these  conditions  nothing  proves  to  be  of  interest 
of  us  and  in  fact  we  nay  face  a  harsher  and  more  dangerous  group  than  the 
present  U.S.  administration.  We  know  that  U.S.  government  is  based  on  an 
imperialistic  system.  Democrats  or  Republicans  are  the  same  and  their 
inperialistic  system  will  not  change.  The  only  difference  between  the  two  party 
is  the  degree  of  their  colonialistic  policies  in  relations  with  other  nations. 

We  notice  that  the  Republican  Party's  agreements  are  concluded  more  conveniently 
when  they  encounter  a  stronger  power.  After  the  World  War  such  was  the  practice 
of  the  Superpowers -the  Soviet  Union. 

It  is  of  special  interest  to  notice  that  some  people  suggest  that  the 
hostage  crisis  be  settled  a  few  months  later.  This  suggestion  must  be  pleasing 
to  the  ears  of  the  Republican  Party.  But  we  must  consider  the  economic 
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consequences  of  the  hostage  crisis  if  we  let  it  drag  on.  A  report  from  our 
Central  Bank  states  that  Iran's  foreign  reserves  of  136  billion  Tarrans 
[equivalent  at  the  black  market  rate  to  U.S.  $8.5  billion]  have  been  subject  of 
two  kinds  of  determi nations,  one  by  the  order  of  President  Carter  and  the  other 
by  the  U.S.  Courts  in  order  to  meet  the  demands  of  the  American  clairants.  We 
have  always  tried  to  prevent  such  occurrence  but  the  enemies  of  our  Revolution 
saw  that  we  should  face  the  economic  inpacts.  The  amount  of  interests  of  our 
136  billion  Torrens  ($8.5  billion)  at  the  rate  of  8  percent  is  two  million  dollars 
a  day.  So  far  we  have  lost  8  billion  Tomans  ($550  million).  This  amount  is 
equal  to  our  annual  budget  for  reconstruction  programs.  In  addition  to  this  huge 
loss,  we  have  paid  extra  for  our  inports  which  amounted  to  $2.5  billion.  This 
purchase  which  we  made  from  the  wicked  Inperialist  had  great  economic  inpact  on 
us  all.  We  had  to  pay  these  additional  prices  to  have  them  pass  through  other 
countries  and  handled  by  other  conpanies  rather  than  come  to  us  directly  from 
their  original  sources.  Our  whole  industries  have  suffered  enormously  due  to 
shortage  of  raw  materials  and  spare  parts.  That  in  turn  affected  our  domestic 
production.  This  situation  made  it  difficult  to  provide  job  opportunities  for 
our  people  and  consequently  the  unemployment  rate  became  very  high.  Maturity  of 
najor  parts  of  our  debts,  which  according  to  agreements  previously  made,  should 
have  been  paid  on  an  installment  basis  in  several  years,  now  by  court  order  the 
debts  must  be  made  with  accelerated  payments.  The  hostages  and  their  families 
have  filed  suits  in  the  U.S.  courts  and  claim  hundreds  of  million  dollars.  We 
are  faced  with  many  problems  and  I  want  to  reiterate  that  we  should  not  release 
the  hostages,  unconditionally.  This  is  our  principle.  In  short,  we  have  come  to 
the  conclusion  that  we  should  look  for  an  opportunity  for  the  release  of  the 
hostages.  We  should  look  both  for  our  interest  and  an  appropriate  opportunity 
which  will  occur  during  the  coming  month.  We  should  always  remember  our  objec¬ 
tive  and  the  work  needed  to  achieve  our  major  interests.  We  should  know  the  fact 
that  the  weaker  we  become  due  to  depletion  of  our  assets,  the  more  stringent 
terms  will  be  inposed  on  us  by  the  enemy. 

We  should  not  corrpromise  our  principles  or  take  a  weak  position  in 
dealing  with  others.  We  should  take  the  initiative  and  use  the  U.S.  internal 
conflicts  in  our  interest.  At  this  time  when  the  domestic  conflicts  and  con¬ 
fusion  are  the  order  of  the  day  in  the  United  States  and  before  the  inperialist 
gets  antidote  to  immunize  against  the  venomous  sting  of  our  Islamic  Revolution, 
we  must  take  the  initiative  by  altering  our  tactics.  We  should  not  give  the 
enemy  a  chance  to  place  us  in  a  passive  position  which  the  principle  of  our 
Revolution  can  not  accept.  We  are  facing  a  long  battle  with  the  enemy.  We  are 
in  a  very  sensitive  and  rather  difficult  course  of  negotiation  with  a  party  which 
is  skillful  with  tricks. 


When  we  discuss  as  to  how  to  exploit  the  U.S.  i 
mean  that  if  the  Republican  Party  wins  they  will  not  ha\ 
tions  for  four  years.  Then  the  Rockefeller  banks  which  c. 
will  continue  the  existing  policy  and  will  never  releafc  our 
create  problems  for  banks  (should  they  release  our  assets). 
[Republican]  then  will  for  a  period  of  four  years  delay  the 
Iran  crisis) . 


al  conflicts  we 
;orry  about  elec- 
Trozen  our  assets 
money  and  even 
The  oarty 

x*  ing  matter  (U.S. 


As  to  international  reaction  to  the  hostage  taking  and  their  confine¬ 
ment  in  particular,  there  is  no  country  in  the  world  which  agrees  with  us.  The 
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objection  of  countries  have  been  raised  both  in  private  and  in  public.  For 
instance,  the  International  Court  of  Justice  at  the  Hague  where  the  judges  from 
the  Soviet  Union,  from  the  Soviet  Satellite  states  as  well  as  judges  from  Western 
countries  and  the  Third  World,  all  unanimously  voted  in  favor  of  releasing  the 
hostages.  In  the  meantime  there  is  almost  no  country  in  the  world  which  has  not 
condemned  the  U.S.  aggression.  However,  no  country  in  the  world  has  accepted 
that  hostage  taking  is  a  right  response  to  the  aggression  of  the  Inperialist. 

Our  argument  and  insistence  on  inperialistic  aggression  which  led  us  to  hostage 
taking,  has  been  interpreted  to  mean  that  all  the  international  laws  mast  be 
changed;  and  all  our  diplomatic  representatives  mast  return  home  together  with 
over  one  million  Iranians  throughout  the  world.  Should  that  happen  we  will  have 
the  worries  of  their  families  and  other  matters  affecting  them.  If  taking 
hostages  could  stop  the  U.S.  interference  in  the  affairs  of  other  countries, 
then  sinply  a  country  would  take  a  number  of  the  U.S.  diplomatic  representatives 
as  hostages  and  sign  a  non-intervention  agreement.  We  should  not  insist  on 
something  which  its  continualtion  makes  no  sense  but  concentrate  on  efforts 
which  would  protect  and  preserve  our  Revolution  at  the  existing  circumstances. 

One  other  inportant  factor  which  we  must  bear  in  mind  is  the  fact  that 
people  in  the  West  are  very  much  influenced  by  the  wave  of  publicity  rrade  over 
the  hostage  crisis.  As  a  result,  people  voice  their  support  for  the  policy  of 
their  government.  Earlier,  people  showed  synpathy  toward  us  and  our  revolution 
and  were  asking  their  government  to  support  our  cause  and  the  oppressed  peoples 
of  the  Third  World.  But  now  our  actions  have  caused  them  to  support  their 
government's  policies. 

Our  Revolution  has  awakened  the  oppressed  peoples  of  the  world  and  has 
been  crowned  and  considered  as  a  most  glorified  revolution  in  the  world.  We 
should  now  be  concerned  that  our  action  may  not  adversely  affect  the  course  of 
our  Islamic  movement.  We  should  not  provide  weapons  of  publicity  to  our  enemies 
to  work  against  our  Revolution  and  thus  deceive  the  public  opinion  of  the 
oppressed  peoples  throughout  the  world. 

Now  we  face  a  basic  question,  that  is,  what  will  the  U.S.  do  with  us 
after  the  release  of  hostages?  Will  the  U.S.  leave  us  alone?  No,  the  U.S.  will 
not  leave  us  alone  because  this  is  the  nature  of  Inperialism  and  the  nature  of 
being  a  Superpower.  No,  neither  the  U.S.  nor  the  Soviet  Union  or  their 
Satellites  will  leave  us  alone.  This  is  a  fact,  and  it  is  as  clear  as  light  of 
day.  Another  question  is  why  we  must  be  concerned  with  the  release  of  the 
hostages.  Releasing  the  hostages  will  deny  Inperialism  of  any  excuse  for  direct 
interference  in  our  affairs.  When  we  are  free  of  foreign  interference  the 
countries  which  are  ready  to  establish  favorable  relations  with  us  can  do  so 
without  being  under  pressure.  In  turn  this  will  help  us  to  stand  firm  against 
the  U.S.  pressure.  If  we  can  manage  to  establish  good  relations  from  a  position 
of  strength  with  the  Third  World  countries  as  well  as  the  East  and  West  European 
countries  which  are  the  Satellites  of  the  Superpowers,  then  we  need  not  have  any 
relations  with  the  Superpowers.  Under  such  conditions,  our  position  will  be 
enhanced  and  then  we  can  maneuver  against  the  U.S.  and  the  Soviet  policies. 
Ending  the  crisis  of  the  hostages  will  help  us  to  embark  on  a  new  policy  in  the 
interest  of  our  Revolution  and  in  the  interest  of  the  revolutionary  peoples 
throughout  the  world.  This  definite  course  is  in  conpliance  with  our  Revolution 
and  it  is  our  obligation  to  follow  it. 
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There  is  an  argument  that  since  we  have  not  paid  such  huge  salaries  to 
U.S.  advisors  since  the  start  of  our  Revolution,  and  consequently  have  saved 
considerable  amounts  by  not  spending  on  arms  (Military  hardwares  ordered  by  Shah 
and  later  canceled  by  the  Khomeini  regime)  as  well  as  on  buying  luxury  items, 
our  economic  loses  were  not  overwhelming.  This  argument  is  quite  true  and  we 
take  a  note  of  it.  But  it  has  no  relation  with  the  hostage  taking  issue.  It 
has  nothing  to  do  with  avoiding  spending  huge  amounts  or  being  under  U.S. 
pressure  and  becoming  practically  as  hostage  to  Americans  with  our  hands  tied, 
and  being  exposed  to  indignities. 

I  should  repeat  it  again  that  right  from  the  beginning  of  the  hostage 
crisis  we  placed  ourselves  at  a  great  disadvantageous  position,  and  in  fact 
suffered  in  many  ways.  But  we  also  gained  certain  advantages  that  is,  we 
solidified  the  foundation  of  the  Islamic  Republic  and  this  has  helped  us  to  fight 
against  the  U.S.  policies  and  pressure.  But  after  the  run-off  elections  of  our 
House  of  Representatives,  continuing  to  hold  the  hostages  raises  a  big  question. 
In  fact  some  people  say  it  is  better  for  our  new  leaders  to  avoid  dealing  with 
the  hostage  issue  and  get  on  with  other  more  pressing  affairs  than  the  hostage 
issue.  Objection  to  this  argument  is  that  it  will  be  in  line  with  the  policy  of 
the  Republican  Party  leaders  and  supporters  of  Rockefeller  and  Reagan.  I f  we 
leave  this  issue  unsolved,  our  new  government  will  be  constantly  under  pressure 
and  may  not  be  able  to  succeed  in  its  affairs.  In  the  light  of  this  considera¬ 
tion  it  is  better  to  settle  this  crisis.  It  is  not  proper  to  elect  a  government 
and  then  tie  its  hands  and  guarantee  its  failure  at  a  critical  time.  For  the 
reasons  mentioned,  I  strongly  believe  that  the  Islamic  House  of  representatives 
should  take  measures  to  solve  the  said  issue  [hostage  issue].  This  will  help 
safeguard  the  dignity  of  the  Islamic  House  of  Representatives  [Majlis]. 

The  Soviet  Inperialists  and  their  supporters  in  Iran  may  try  to  inter¬ 
pret  ny  letter  as  being  an  indication  or  evidence  of  a  pro-U.S.  position,  if  so 
let  them  answer  the  following  questions: 

Why  the  Soviet  Union's  judge  voted  in  favor  of  releasing  the  hostages? 
and  why  the  Soviet  Union  condemned  hostage  taking?  Why  hostage  taking  was  not 
supported  by  pro-Soviet  supporters  and  this  issue  not  reflected  in  their  official 
newspapers?  And  why  the  pro-Soviet  supporters  have  not  protested  when  the  Soviet 
Union  officially  condemned  hostage  taking  in  Iran? 

These  (pro-Soviet  supporters)  are  protesting  against  the  Islamic 
officials  keeping  in  mind  their  own  special  interests  and  are  inspired  by 
International  Commnism.  The  publicity  of  the  Canmnist  inspired  elements  should 
not  force  us  to  compromise  the  principles  of  our  Islamic  community  nor  even  the 
success  or  defeat  of  Islam  in  our  time. 

My  dear  brothers  and  sisters,  allow  me  to  state  the  last  word.  The 
situation  has  readied  to  a  critical  point  and  it  is  ny  duty  to  convey  to  you  ny 
message.  Our  vigilant  people  are  expressing  hostility  against  the  criminal 
Inperialists  led  by  the  U.S.  plunderers.  They  are  shouting  the  slogan  "Death  to 
America."  Our  people  are  eagerly  seeking  further  knowledge  and  wishing  to 
destroy  a  power  which  is  based  on  tyranny,  corruption  and  aggression.  They  are 
eager  to  put  to  end  a  power  based  on  exploitation.  To  succeed  in  this  mission. 
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we  have  to  proceed  with  full  knowledge  and  clear  facts.  Our  actions  should  be 
carried  out  with  wisdom.  We  should  bear  in  mind  that  the  "Great  Satan"  is  a 
raster  of  satanic  tactics.  Knowing  this  fact,  your  attention  should  not  be 
diverted  from  the  full  strength  of  our  Revolution  to  political  rhetorics  and  then 
fall  into  the  satanic  trap.  The  bitter  e>cperiences  of  the  past  are  still  with  us 
like  wounds.  Such  wounds  cannot  be  removed  by  sweet  talks  and  rhetorics  alone. 

If  the  "Great  Satan"  thinks  that  our  lips  alone  are  saying  "Death  to  America"  but 
our  eyes  and  hearts  mean  something  else,  then  let  them  continue  their  rhetorics. 
Such  tactics  were  used  in  other  parts  of  the  world,  haven't  they?  We  mist  be 
most  careful,  think  twice  and  use  wisdom  when  we  encounter  the  Inperialist.  We 
must  know  our  strong  and  weak  points  and  try  to  strengthen  our  weak  points.  It 
is  not  to  our  advantage  to  know  only  one  side  of  an  event,  and  thus  increase  the 
intensity  of  the  issue  we  face.  These  are  the  points  the  Inperialist  are 
looking  for  and  they  have  always  took  advantage  of  our  internal  differences  and 
benefit  ted  from  them.  Inperialists  in  general  and  the  U.S.  in  particular  have 
utilized  the  above-mentioned  domestic  differences  to  bring  the  county  under  their 
domination.  As  the  Holy  Qur'an  says: 

"Against  them  rake  ready  your  strength  to  the  utmost  of  your  power,  including 
steeds  of  war,  to  strike  into  the  (hearts  of)  the  enemies  of  God  and  your 
enemies,  and  others  besides  whom  you  ray  not  know,  but  whom  God  doth  know. 
Whatever  ye  shall  spend  in  the  Cause  of  God,  shall  be  repaid  unto  you,  you  shall 
not  be  treated  unjustly."  The  Holy  Qur'an  Chapter  8  Verse  60.  Our  duty  then,  is 
to  fight  the  enemies  of  God  and  people.  We  should  mobilize  and  organize  all  our 
resources  for  the  above  purpose  rather  than  just  depend  on  rhetorics  which 
destroy  our  forces  and  push  us  to  further  isolation.  We  must  obtain  strength  by 
liberating  ourselves  from  dis-belief  and  infidelity.  Our  strength  must  be  drawn 
from  God  and  by  His  help  become  self-sufficient.  We  must  overcome  lethargy  and 
work  hard  and  produce  more  that  is,  faith  and  good  work;  always  recognizing  the 
value  of  action.  I  must  affirm  that  we  do  not  sanction  political  gimnickeries. 

We  believe  in  wisdom  and  sagacious  judgment  which  are  the  hallrarks  of  a 
believer.  Our  nation  has  experienced  the  status  of  a  hostage  and  suffered  for 
years.  We  must  not  now  compromise  and  sell  the  hostages  for  pseudo-revolu¬ 
tionary  rhetorics.  We  have  paid  a  high  price  thus  far.  We  must  be  most  careful 
and  direct  our  efforts  towards  our  interests  and  benefits.  In  this  great 
conflict  we  must  rely  on  God  who  will  extend  His  help  to  us  eventually.  However 
under  the  present  conditions  and  mis -interpretations  of  things  as  well  as  the 
poor  judgments  practiced,  calumnies  will  be  raised  against  our  character  and 
reputation.  My  brothers  and  sisters  one  ray  gain  popularity  in  the  absence  of 
God  but  such  popularity  is  transitory.  It  does  not  mean  that  such  persons  were 
faithful  to  God  nor  an  indication  that  the  possessors  of  popularity  have  sought 
and  obtained  the  approval  of  God.  Faithful  persons  gaining  popularity  from  God 
do  not  expect  to  be  popular  in  the  eyes  of  men.  I  know  the  fact  that  by  sending 
this  letter  to  the  House  of  representatives  I  will  receive  unfavorable  responses, 
insults  and  accusations.  I  have  had  such  denunciations  thrown  at  me  before,  but 
since  I  am  a  disciple  of  the  I ram  (Khomeini)  I  should  tell  the  truth  regardless 
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of  the  consequences  and  I  am  prepared  for  martyrdom  whether  for  political  or 
other  reasons. 


Sadegh  Ghotbzadeh 

Minister  of  Foreign  Affairs  of  the 
Islamic  Republic  of  Iran 

Dated  27/5/1359 
(August  13,  1980) 
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Adoj  J193 

A  STRATEGIC  ArmOACH  TO  TME  1980  PRESIDENTIAL  ELECTION 


At  the  same  time  that  the  regular  campaign  is  put  toget her 
(Presidential  campaign  schc-dul  e  .  .  .  mod  i  a  buy ...  targetting  states, 
issues  and  groups.  .  .organization.  .  .attacks,  etc.),  cons idera t i on 
is  needed  cn  how  to  dominate  the  3  arc or  publi c  _p e tt ing ,  espoci ally 
the  evening  news  programs  and  frorjt  pages,  with  significant 
actual  develc~-^nts  which  only  th  e  Pres  ide.ncy  could  bring  about . 

In  effect,  marshall  events  -  some  fre  m  'Washington , 
some  from  abroad,  some  cut  of  the  private  U .  S .  sector  - 
that  shew  ac t i on  and  contrast  with  the  talk  of  the  campaigns. 
That  is  the  great  advantage  which  the  Carter  administration 
has  not  also  available  to  Reagan  or  Anderson.  It  is  also 
the  only  vay  to  move  beyond  the  complaints  cf  much  of  the 
American  public  about  the  frustrations  of  the  last  several 
years  ar.d  the  general  dissatisfaction  with  politics  and 
government. 


o  s  e  a  1 1  e  r.  t 


ana  vary  y: 
■  " r  o  u  o  h  for 
dough  situa 
realistic  :  i 
'  ru  i t  in  the 
is  a  list  cf 


d  c-d_  J_s  to  1  s  ?  b  c  1 _ a  number  of  sit  nations  -  domestic 

maximize  the  possibility  an  adequate  portion  of 
:al:ze  with  tayr ,  helpful,  'ictunl  tws  developments 
~.n  .  Reeling  var :  cus  s  i  a  ui  t :  cr.s  -odd  require  the 
of  a  few  hey  individual  •  ho  are  rot  only  substantive 
t!t'ipvr?d  ,  wi  ch  each  to  he  responsible  for  personally 
2  If  planning  the  contacts,  premises  and  follow- 
oral  genuinely  :  -port  .wt  p  s  s  i  ::  1  e  major  developments, 
ns  have  to  he  s -jo bed  to  tike  into  account  the 
.’rood  *  hat  well  loss  than  a  ma  jer  i  ty  will  bear 
ort  time  and  difficult  i:  :  :u~smn;  ?s  ahead.  Attaches 
me  of  the  possible  situations  -  'orely  a  rough, 
ist .  • 


.  h.e  cri 

of  the  R  r e s l 
bear.  That 
a  number  cf 


cal  difference  in  the  resources  available  to  the 
r.  as  contrasted  with  the  ether  two  is  the  power 
noy  to  the  t  cm.t  it  can  bo  active  ly  brought  to 

even  more  important  this  year  dan  in  the  past  for 
a sons  : 


a.  The  public  seems  to  be  so  turned  off  to  the  political 
process  and  s  vertical  of  the  rremises,  speeches,  :2mpa 15ns  and 
political  hyperbole  that  what  is  done  bccres  'vastly  more 
is  tactful  dam.  wh.at  is  said. 


b  .  T ' ■. e  increasing  d  c  m i  n rues  c  f  :  clitics  b y  •  he  media. 

c.  Ac  tier,  will  reinforce  the  gav.erful  argument  against  Reagan 
•did  Ander  •  r.  i  i  h  a  t  they  |'ach  ouyori  cnee;  '-..ad  t  h.  o  dangers  and 


o  at  hand  for  do  uruntry  do  not  alls w  a  couple  of 
■  a  .  rsing  -  r  o  suit  r  e  *'  ;•  :  . r.  c v . 


d.  The  darter  campaign  cv.nnot  c  rod  ibly  mike 
of  1 9 T 6  as  do  ‘outsider*  and  will  be  measured  a 
of  having  the  office.  Equally,  the  west  effect! 
Reagan  attacks  and  public  d  i  s*sa  t  i  s  f  a c  t  i  on  ‘  is  to 
key  •'•nod  :ad  the  A  d  m  i  n  i  s  t  ration  has  everyth  i 
ac V uai  nr ac t i ce. 


the  approach 
gainst  the  reality 
vo  way  to  neutralize 
•demonstrate  in  the 
:.g  coy  ether  in 


«-r* 


App.  0794 


,T  8  Looking  at  the  validity  of  the  suggested  approach 
in  terms  of  other  recenV  I’rcsi dent iaT  elections  ,  Ford  failed 
to  make  real  use  of  the  office  in  the  aut-rnn  of  %,  concentrated 
heavily  on  the  campaign  side  -  and  lost.  Hixon  fine-tuned  the 
economy  in  ’72  with  Arthur  Burns,  had  Kissinger  travelling  abroad 
on  major  matters  brought  to  a  crucial  stage  so  as  to  dwarf  domestic 
matters  -  and  won  handsomely.  LBJ  v:as  reluctant  to  use  the 
Presidency  to  help  Humphrey  until  very  late,  too  late,  in  *G8  - 
and  contributed  to  Humphrey's  narrow  loss.  LBJ  masterfully 
marshalled  the  office,  Congress  and  everything  for  himself  in 
'G A,  insisting  he  was  too  busy  working  to  campaign  (then  also 
transparently  campaigning  aggressively)  -  and  won  big.  1960  had 
two  non- incumbents  running,  and  Ike  largely  husbanded  his  reputation 
above  the  fray,  though  he  had  fully  used  the  office  and  stepped 
into  the  Suez  crisis  at  the  height  of  the  '56  campaign,  when  he 
won.  The  effectiveness  of  the  campaign  itself  is  critically 
important,  of  course;  but  the  historical  record  suggests  the 
relevance  -  and  in  fact,  the  primacy  a  number  of  times  -  of  the 
main  re-election  effort  being  through  the  Presidency 
rather  than  the  political  campaign. 


Implementing  this  approach  could  be  m  one-to-one  discussions 
or  perhaps,  to  have  simplifying,  very  private  coordination 
as  the  following: 


a.  Peon?" :  c  brainstorming  ere  implementing  group  (in 
connection  with  ail  this:  Jordan,. 

r-itscr ,  Eiserstact,  Shultz  and  G.  t:  ill  am  Milier. 

b.  CcjT_e_s ~  - c  C  1  her  croup:  Jordan  ,  '.-at son,  J.scr. staot 
Harris,  ; !  a  r  s  h  a  1 1 ,  J.ncris  and  : !  u  n  v  a  I  e  . 


c . 

.*■!  u  s  k  i  e  , 


i:  a  t  i  :  r  3  1  Security  and 
Brown,  Brzezinski  and 


■  r.  *; :  r  n.  a  z  i  c  n  a  1  c:  cup:  Mono  a  1  e  , 


(Underlined  name  might  take  initiative  with  croup  on 
webnda ,  follow  through  and  anything  else.) 

Timing:  It  is  a  1 1- important  that  if  the  suggested  approach 
is  to  be  taken,  it  be  activated  immediately.  For  July  and  the 
first  half  of  /August  have  to  be  used  to  seed  suen  situations  as 
may  be  able  to  respond  in  September  -nd  October  with  favorable 
major  developments.  There  will,  of  course,  likely  be  separate 
major  developments,  even  possibly  a  crisis  abroad,  tor  which  the 
handling  by  the  Khite  House  could  be  all-determining  as  to  the 
election.  But  targets  of  opportunity  nay  or  may  not  materialize, 
'."hat  is  needed  is  to  assure  siem  f  i  erm.t  ,  impact  rul ,  news  load 
developments  which  will  dramatize  and  k  ireful ly  '.innate  t.he 
cam.paicn  period  and  the  election  itrtlr  :  or  *  no  esicent. 
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A.  International  - 


Hostages  In  Iran  freed  -  Not  likely.  But  continue  or 
step  up  key  private  contacts  in  combination  with  low  profile 
U.S.  handling  of  the  problem.  Vlhatnver  defensive  or  genuinely  . 

felt  need  exists  to  discuss  the  problem  publicly  would  seem  to  \ 

have  small  benefit  politically  or  otherwise  compared  to  the 
hostages  being  released  in  September  or  October  -  which  would  be 
a  tremendously  important  event  for  impacting  the  national  mood 
and  perception  of  the  Administration.  "ven  with  Giscard  d'Estang's 
present  maverick  independence  with  relation  to  the  U.S.,  perhaps 
sc:-?one  very  close  to  the  President  -  as  Mr.  Kirbo  -  might  be  able 
to  take  a  quiet  trip  to  Paris,  see  d'Estang  and  get  a  special 
French  effort  underway  (with  benefits  for  him  as  well  as  the 
President)  on  this  problem.  Perhaps  all  that  is  being  said  here 
is  me  more  major  behind-the-scenes  effort... or  more  use  of 
the  personal  kind  of  diplomacy  which  Franklin  Roosevelt  did 
so  -ell  around  the  1940  election  and  into  V.*orld  War  II,  rather 
than  the  regular  channels. 


J ap_a n  ac roe  v o  1  \ ; n tar i_ly_ to  J  im i  t  _c or  i moor t s  -  at  least  for 
six  :r  nine  months.  'resident  is  ju  ndou  bt  1  y ,  in  effect,  seeding 
this  possibility  on  ;  s  trip  there.  If  necessary,  the  limitation 
could  be  urged  in  return  for  a  ccwuni t’ent  to  strongly  resist 
ore  - t i on : m  over  the  course  of  the  next  several  years.  Similarly 
on  -oat  trip,  me  meet.  i  no  with  the  mainland  Chinese  premier 
-ho ild  be  idle  to  dramatise  the  ties  with  the  U.S.  and,  implicitly, 
point  up  .-lagan's  weakness,  danger  and  naivete  with  his  Formosan 
position.  The  trip  fully  indicates  the  rial  possibilities  for 
handling  political  problems  through  the  isidency  itself. 

IPEC  Cst.  1  price  rise  be  put  o_f_f  -  threugh  not  only.  Saudi 
■•rivips  Algerian  and  even  Iraqi  contacts.  Maybe  Algeria 
be  helpful  if  the  current  1  mpasse  evs-r  Fl  Paso  cas  imports 
e  worked  out.  Iraq  might  be  responsive  with  help  on  stepping 
s  already  expanding  interest  in  U.S.  imports.  The  world  oil 
us  shoud  .also  facilitate  this  objective. 

tangible  security  step  'ey  Israel  -  as,  only  illustrative, 
a  st :p  toward  U.S,  Mediterranean  fleet  facility  at  Haifa  -  and 
if  no  ternary,  something  symbolic  later  a t ' M exanaria .  Or  more 
than  me  four  F-l  6  deliveries. 


but  n 
■ .  ouii 
can  i 
up  i  r  . 
sure! 


Tod  at  step  up  U.S. _ TV  m  p  -  a  r  a  nces.  I.-.-indful  ;c  f  Camp 

David  y  losses.  An  all-out’  Car  e’er  fan.  Titular  with  the  U.S.  public. 
Jewish  ccm.unity  cannot  really  object;  a  cmsiderable  portion  of 
it  is  :von  privately  admiring. 

"lior _ s  top  with  Mexico  for  Hispanic?. 

*  *  e  r  •  -  :r.;eic  ccve  1  cucm  t  step  with  .  ‘hnbwe  as  small 
inert  “  t  al  stop  with  black  cwmunity. 

Indian  Ocean  fleet  make  first  shore  contact,  or  at  least 
a  visual.  Fly  the  colors.  Show  strength  and  moving  ahead. 

Uaior  Soviet  troop  _r_.edu  c  t  i  on  _i_n_A  fuh  a  r.  t  stan  -  perhaps 
pic- in- the-sky  hope.  But  i  f ~the~"Prosrdcn  t  mu]d  privately 
signal  through  a  key  person  -  likely  Kirbo  again  -  an  all-out 
commitment  to  get  SALT  through  next  year  (the  President  wants 
that  anyway)  and  an  early  meeting  with  the  Soviet  leader  (he 
must  went  that  for  history  before  his  health  and 
jockeying  preclude  it),  perhaps  something  major  could  be 
accomplished.  The  Soviets  have  a  flexibility  with  their  system. 
Blockbuster  developments  like  this  possibility  are  needed  for 
this  amumn.  No  one  should  be  thinking  small  at  least  at  the 
speculative  and  cnnccpLu.nl  level. 
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The  international  situations  which  might  be  seeded  are 
almost  endless.  But  more  than  reliance  on  conventional 
channels  or  only  substantive  people  would  be  required. 

Kirbo  and  one  or  two  others  known  to  be  very  close  to  the 
President  might  best  be  used  in  consultation  with  Muskic  and 
Brzezinski.  But  this  will  have  to  be  undertaken  vigorously 
in  July  and  August  in  order  for  any  benefits  to  flow  back 
in  September  and  October. 

3.  Economic  - 

Stretch  cut  federal  spending  to  avoid  big  deficit  projection 
announced  just,  about  at  election  time.  Be  sure  federal  agencies 
do  rot  rush  to  use  their  unexpended  funds  as  the  current  fiscal 
year  goes  into  the  last  quarter. 

Stimulate  industrial  production  if  at  all  possible  right 
away  to  ease  recession,  slow  unemployment  rise,  etc.  Nixon  was 
helped  more  by  Arthur  Burns  in  1972  than  aivy  other  facto**- 
including  Kissinger’s  high- 

and  McGovern's  ineptness.  Speeding  up  Defense  Department 
procurement  should  help  economically  as  well  as  show  preparedness 
strength  and  .  ould  not  have  the  main  financial  consequences  until 
r.  _-xt  year.  Hut  can  the  bureaucracy  be  cut  through? 

7r.  ner-c  i  •_  v  black  projects  greatly  stepped  up.  Special 
crc'  :Ft  crar.zs  t jraetted  for  the  kev  states  in  the  campaign, 
vur.  i-sriy  ar m  cuncements  -  better  in  .August  and  early  September 
than  Ictcber,  ..ben  all  domestic  :_atters  will  be  discounted  as 
political. 

Gil  import  figures  down  for  August  and  September  if  at  all 
ness: hie.  rising  credit  r.ow,  as  Charles  Duncan's  July  6th 
statement,  is  helpful  at  the  moment;  but  if  imports  climb 
closer  to  the  campaign  period,  all  the  bad  announcements  will 
ccme  yt  a  critical  political  time. 

Dollar  held  comparatively  firm  in  September  end  October 
through  stepped  up  Treasury  support. 

housing  s tarts  stimulated  to  show  fc ed  back  :  n  fig u  res 
released  in  Crooner. 

Double  dig it  inflation  down  to  single  digit  on  some 
important  index,  for  announcement  in  late  September  cr  October. 

Etc.  Again,  all  this  is  simply  illustrative  of  the  lines 
of  thinking  chat  should  be  explored  now  for  substantive  and  news 
impact  ever  the  course  of  the  coming  120  days. 

THE  MAIN  POINT  WITH  ALL  OF  THIS  IS  THAT  HIGH  TO  I  NTS  OF  THE 


ADMINISTRATION'S  WORK  HAVE  TO  BE  CONSCIOUSLY  U NPEr.  JAF  “N  BY  A  FEW 
KEY  PEOPLE  WIT:-:  POLITICAL  /ACUTENESS.  IT  CANNOT  EE  ~r.DlT.AR  I  ZED 
OR  LEFT  TO  J LET  A  LITTLE  MORE  EMPHASIS.  THAT  WILL  NOT  HAVE  THE 


NECESSARY  EFFEOT  WITHIN  THE  TIME  AND  UNDER  THE  CIRCUMSTANCES  AT 
HAND.  MOST  IMPORTANT,  THIS  CHANNEL  OF  EFFORT  CAN  ACHIEVE  FAR  MORE 
IN  A  STRATEGIC  SENSE  FOR  THE  CAMPAIGN  THAN  ALL  THE  USUAL  TACTICAL 
EFFORTS  BY  .'HE  POLITICAL  OPERATION  ITSELF. 


APp.  0797 


To:  Dick  Wirthlin 
From:  Bob  Gray 


.M>P- 


Photocopied  at  the  Ronald  Reagan  Library 

cc  £4  nrr*3< 


rrsj< 


uuv  MOT  UNTIL  NOW? 


Even  one  casually  aware  of  politics  in  Iran  and  the 
craftiness  of  the  Ayatollah  should  not  be  surprised  if 
the  hostages  are  released  in  time  to  boost  Jimmy  Carter's  bid 


for  re-election. 

Kohomeni  can  cast  the  very  first  vote  in  the  November  4 
election  by  manipulating  Carter  yet  again.  He  knows  very  well 
that  he  can  get  away  with  humiliating,  extorting  and  intimidating 
jimmy  Carter  more  than  any  other  president  of  the  United  States 
in  this  century  would  have  allowed.  Now  he  knows  he  has  leveraged 
Carter  into  such  a  vulnerable  position  he  can  get  a  much  sweeter 
ransom— paid  at  the  expense  of  America’s  critical  Persian  Gulf 
strategic  position.  The  voters  have  rejected  Carter's  record, 
so  he  must  have  the  Ayatollah's  help. 


Up  to  this  point.  Carter  has  been  able  to  play  the 
hostages  with  nothing  more  than  some  Strauss/Jordan  sleight-of-hand 
maneuvers.  In  fact,  the  rise  and  fall  of  hope  for  the  release 
of  the  hostages  exactly  coincides  with  Carter's  standings  in  the 
polls  and  the  landmark  primaries  throughout  the  campaign  year. 

He  never  had  to  actually  produce  the  hostages  before  November  4; 

he  could  rely  upon  presidential  credibility  to  bluff  his  way. 

IOWA — A  "must  win"  show  of  early  strength  was  preceded 

by  one  day  with  this  hostage  maneuvers  "•••my  belief 
is  that  many  of  the  responsible  officials  in  Iran 
^9$  now  see  that  this  major  threat  to  Iran's  security 

and  the  peace  of  Iran  is  becoming  paramount  and  that 
there  will  be  an  additional  effort  on  their  part  to 
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1^2 NE _ Threatened  by  Ted  Kennedy  in  the  crucial  New  England 

domino  primaries,  Carter  issued  this  hopeful 
statement  on  the  hostages  two  days  before:  "I  hope 
that  we  will  see  some  light  at  the  end  of  that  tunnel 
before  too  long."  Four  days  prior  to  the  Maine  caucuses 
he  had  agreed  to  delay  sanctions  against  Iran.  He  won 
the  caucuses  on  February  6  after  a  late  rally  of  support. 


NEW  HAMPSHIRE  — New  Hampshire,  the  bellweather  primary,  was 

preceded  by  just  two  days  by  another  statement 
reminding  voters  the  fate  of  the  hostages  was 
in  his  hands:  "I  think  progress  is  being  made." 

He  was  referring  to  the  U.N.  Commission's  arrival 
in  Tehran. 

WISCONSIN — Carter  had  been  told  that  if  Wisconsin  fell  to 


Kennedy  Pennsylvania  was  sure  to  follow  (it  did 
anyway,  narrowly).  In  a  desperate  attempt  to  recover, 
the  White  House  resorted  to  one  of  the  most  unorthodox 
media  manipulations  of  the  Carter  presidency.  The 
night  before  the  primary.  Carter  personally  called 
every  network  anchorman  to  give  them  an  advance 
App.  0799  notice  of  a  statement  he  would  issue  the  very  morning 

of  the  primary:  "This  morning  the  President  of 
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Iran  has  announced  the  hostages'  control  would  be 
transferred  to  the  government  of  Iran,  which  we  con¬ 
sider  to  be  a  positive  step."  Of  course,  the 
event  was  unimportant:  the  hostages  remained  captive. 


Throughout  the  primaries  Carter  used  the  hostage  situation 


to  dodge  a  debate  challenge  with  Ted  Kennedy.  He  hid  in  the  rose 
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Carter's  lowest  standing  in  the  polls--showing  the 
public  felt  his  handling  of  the  crisis  was  poor— lead  to 
his  most  brazen  and  ill-fated  maneuver:  the  Desert  Classic 
rescue  raid  which  was  ineptly  executed.  Carter's  standing  in 
the  polls  soared,  despite  the  fiasco. 

Carter  retreated  after  the  raid  failed.  He  said 
he  could  come  out  of  the  Rose  Garden  because  the  crisis  was 
manageable.  He  said  it  was  time  for  "quiet  diplomacy" --meaning 
he  was  utterly  helpless. 

However,  by  September  he  was  back  in  trouble  again 
in  the  polls.  He  attempted  to  recoup  with  his  celebrated 
but  discredited  "mean"  attacks. 

When  those  attacks  proved  counter-productive,  he 
went  back  to  his  one  sure  ace,  the  hostages.  For  weeks 
the  press  and  public  have  been  teased  mercilessly  with  news 
breakthroughs  and  curious  "leaks".  The  negotiations  for  the 
release  of  the  hostages  was  being  done  "in  public"  not  through 
"quite  diplomacy".  The  see-saw  news  has  been  coincidental 
to  Carter's  gradual  recovery  in  the  polls. 

Jimmy  Carter's  inept  handling  of  the  economy  has 
left  him  grasping  at  straws. . .ready  to  accept  a  deal  he 


essentially  found  unacceptable  earlier.  Why  not  until  now... 


until  the  threshold  of  the  November  4  election?  It  is 
Jimmy  Carter's  only  chance  of  winning. 


App.  0800 


122470381 


000860 


hm 


*»£  WhSe® 


;i  tv;  :y/i  \  i  j 


Pho(ccoPned  »  the  Ronald  Reagan  Library 


Reagan  Bush  Committee 


menYjrandum 
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Bob  Garrick 


This  la  free  the  ? aircraft  parts 


package. 

This  le  public  record  end  ceu  be 

' 

ueed  *a  M*  see  fit.  Iran  be*  pa 


for  ell  this  Stuff  •  they  hold  title 
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HiXn?LQNB  acWKCtt  OF  TOE 
IRANIAN.  KU-XTARSf  eQLT*<E>C 
HELD  BV  TOE  t.S.  C-OVFJMMSOT 


Note  that  some  of  the  following  maserisi  is  located  •'•in  L\S 
storage  \4\iie  the  .rest  of  it  is  not-  All  cf  it,  .however*  c. 
quickly- 


re  lECMJ  docs:  tul. 
1301:  S 24  Ml  1 lion 


ARMS' 


Munitions:  $90  Million 

-  includes:  8500  rounds  of  Dragon  anti-tank  missiles 

60,000  rounds  of  W  ran*  tank  anr#»jnition 
86,000  rounds  of  155  nru  projectiles 
^7,000  rounds  of  105  mm.  projectiles 
28,000  land  mines  /*  ’> 

10,000  rounds  of  3,5"  rockets 

-  also:  1  (partial)  batter/  of  XH>WK  (Irpioved  H>WK)  air  defense  system 

3  air  defense  radar 


(A)  The  following  material  is  titled  to  Iran  and  has  not  been  delivered-  Iran 
has  indicated  in  the-past  year  that  it  did  not  desire  m  take  possession  o* 
the  material  and  that  it  should  be  sold  by.  the  U.S.  to  :ther  purchasers/ 

The  U -5  * ,  hcwe'*ar,  has  not-  fourd  other  purchasers  far  tre  material  listed  belcw. 


Presumably  Iran  could  its  intention  and  request  to  take  possession 

While  rotvqmzin?  Iran's  twnershio  c*  the  material >.  the  S&Sy  could  try  to 
initiate  legal  proceedings  to  slew  celiever/  if  it  so  desired.  on  bhe 
other  hand,  the  0,S.  could  choose  to  forego  such  Lena  L  proceedings  and 
make  delivery '  immediate ’ 


here  seers  to  be  to  doubt  that  Iran  holds  title 


To  reiterate,  however, 
to  the  following  ratensl: 

150  phoenix  missiles  -for  the 
108  Harpoon  missiles 
131  Mark- 46  torpedoes 
1  7-14  aircraft 
1  AH-i  cobra  helicoDter 


*3)  The  fol lowing  •  Siatoy.  ‘  J'ters  are  tltl^d  : 
I  ran  has.  neU&r  indicated ,  that ,  1 1  did 
■did  in  the  case  «~»f  the  c-t her  'Jaw  r-a^ 
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SI  10  Mill: 
-  include; 


:-r  spare  parts 
10  Million  fcr 
Million  for 
5.1,3  Million  - 
'0,2  Million  r 
10,2  'll  lli.cn  '■ 
.*1.7- Million  ?: 
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SOI  W.H  <l.cM»Wl  K'hnum  >  ,rfi»>*  J!5W  UjllWttOWm 


I  October  1980 


VEMOPANPyM  FOR': 


4  RESEARCH  DIVISION 


eaporarv  ■sugnmutt 


Durina  the  next  several day*,  Soto  Garrick  vill  be 
vornijrtr  oft  ^  ispeciai  project  for  meV  J Tie  &radv  is, 
therefore.  ?ssiqne< J  a*  actvno  Director  of  Policy 
revelopment  and  Research  and  vtU  carry  out  all' of 
the  -'jnctaone  normal Xy  handled  by  Bob. 

2ob  Garrick  cars  continue  te  be  reached  at  extension 
3-7 0,1  »■  Jim's  phone  number  1*  extension  HIS*  This 
arrangement' Mali  continue ;  until  further  notice. 

,,  'r  '  y  '  „  A  *  **  f  ^  v  ’’  '*  '‘''h*  '  *  V  4vf  '  ■>  •  f  ’,  ',;,‘‘,.';;.v, 

? lease  aotflae  the  member*  of  your  section  ccmearninq 
thee*  assiar.nneot*. 

5$? ;]  .•  7;T '' V'\:  TT  x  •'.  >  * 

rf'$ty$r'4 :V:  ‘  ,  *>! -  -  ;  -  J 

cci  rarre'U  Trent 
Martin  Anderson 
td  Gray 
A 1 chard  Alien 
Ran  Rhachiaien 
Stef  Helper 
Tony  Dolan 
Bill  Gavin 
John  McCleuqhery 
Cper at Iona  Center 
An aver  Dee A 


f 


23  October  I960 


Ed  Keee# 


PR  OH:  Bob  Oerrlc! 


FTI  -Bill  Casey  Aslced  for  a  list  of  the  hostages 

■ 

vhst  I  have  been  sbls  to  can*  up  with  at  present 
haws  Bore  details  before  the  end  of  the  day*  Do 
what  Bill  has  in  Bind. 
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Ahern  ,  Thomas  Leo  ,  J  r  Fund  iu  Ian,  i  see  n  5  in 
Talk,  ‘.‘illian  E .  ,  "esc  Col-.-toia,  South  Carolina 
3lucker,  Pober:  Claf,  Little  Sock,  Arkansas 
Cooke,  Donald,  ElLicct  City,  Mi. 

Daugherty,  William,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma 
Enoelmann,  Sober: ,  Lt .  Tummander,  Hurst,  Texas 
Calle.Tcs,  William,  ?:eblo,  Colorado 
Ter  man,  3  race  ,  Ten  sm  ton,  **d  . 

Gillette,  Dware,  Lancaster,  ?  a 
"olacmski,  Allen  Trure, 


leaves,  Cohn,  Tester.,  a 

Hall,  C  o  s  e  o  h  M .  ,  Tend,  Trepan 

He  men  mo,  Kevin,  Tax  Cree<,  Cisterns m 

Ho  hr.  an  ,  I  on  a  1  d  Hubert  cr.,  i  a:  rarer,  to  ,  California 

-oliar.d,  Lelan.d,  Col.  L  tales  Wound,  Illinois 

Howland,  Michael, 

Jones,  Charles,  Detroit,  Michigan 
a  1  d  ,  Malcolm  ,  Tulsa,  Oklahoma 
Kennedy,  Mcorehead  C . ,  Cr 
Keough,  William  F.  Cr,  Boston,  Mass 
Kvitley,  Steven  William,  Little  Rock,  Arkansas 
Koob,  Kathryn,  L.  Jubilee,  Iowa 
Kupke,  Frederick  Lee,  Weers,  Oklahoma 
Lainge.n,  Lowell  3ruce,  Odin,  Minnesota 
Lauterbach.  Steven,  Day ton,  Ohio 
Lee,  Gary  carl,  New  York,  Mew  York 
Lewis,  Paul  Edward,  Homer,  Illinois 
Limbert,  John  William  Jr 
Lopez,  Janes  Michael,  Phoneix,  Arizona 
McKeel,  Johnny  Jr.  3alch  Springs,  Texas 
Wetnnko,  Michael  John,  Olyphant,  Pa. 

Miele,  Jerry  L.  Mt  PLeasant,  ?a 
Moeller,  Michael  E.  Caruthersvil le,  Missouri 
Moore,  Bert  C.  Mt  Vernon,  Ohio 
M.oorefield,  Pichard,  San  Diego,  California 
Meedham,  Paul  M.  Eellevue,  Nebraska 
Ode,  Robert  C.,  Plano,  Illinois 
Persinger,  Gregory  A.,  Seaford,  Delaware 
Plotkin,  Jerry,  Shemann  Oaks,  California 
Ragen ,  QRf.gis  ,  Johnstown,  Pa 
Roder,  David,  White  Fish  Bay,  Wisconsin 
Rosen,  Barry,  Brooklyn,  New  York 
Royer,  William  Blackburn,  Jr.  Houston,  Texas 
Schaeffer,  Thomas  E. 

Scott,  Charles  w.  ,  Philadelphia,  Pa. 

Sharer,  Donald  A.,  Chicago,  Illinois 
Sickm.ann,  Rodney  W.  ,  Krakow,  Missouri 
Subic,  Joseph  Jr.  Per:  ford,  Michigan 


Swift,  Elizabeth  Ann 

Tomseth,  Victor  L.  ,  Spnnqfield,  Oreqon 
Ward ,  Philip  R. 
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♦-Dwyer,  Catherine  (free  Lance  journalist) 


62  366  1403 


001272 


rnoojLopuM  ai  Uie  Ronald  Reagan  Library 


ccr  ?7 


neo 


T£>  &z2  GoJAU^ 


l"D\  io  OJZ^vtK  - 


fak-ccub i_2 


Mn.  C (Utz.  dj  "Flag*' ) 

CpU+i  CdUlke/) 

fi&M/tOf  (/jxuli<  i  &+M.  • 

Swi  t*  fauUhipM a*  <-  cu-iu. 

Sf  d&JjA. 

P^/l^>  Cs/uMuy"^) 

Res  U^ui  <j  EmuUei 

U/0\4a*4  ^f\,  isiA  <L\aJ^ 

L.i%A  /ft ull&is- 

U/ifc  j  US/fld  CL Ct*u*ul  4  'LAftJt— 

Kutf 1  An/<~Sfiuii  Ctafjf~ 

/)4£$.  fMO  tltenJZF 
SbtoeJi  tvj  ua  M.1^  <■  Ql/Lotid  fidi A* 

foi<MtHi  Me-Wko  CfoUtu*  ?) 

j  kjr»  b*g<  * 

L)  Or i  ife  <Z*iUUC**4*di£&  7*4  If  hCitSL. 

{"(>n  71 /.  ^14*4  Tiiu^ 

Rttb i  Ui  M 

Con  7V  £u^6zj 


App.  0808 

6S247  0  395 


000025 


7A/L 


November  1,  1980 
Arlington,  Virginia 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR:  WILLIAM  CASEY 

FROM:  ED  GRAY 


Pursuant  to  your  request/  attached  are  m y  findings  regarding 
he  efforts  of  Jack  Kendrick  and  John  Greenhalah  to  obtain 
bsentee  ballots  for  the  American  hostages  in  Iran. 
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TO:  Marty  Anderson.  Ken  Khachigian 

FFCM:  Bob  Garrick 

Monday.  October  27 

Jack  Kendrick,  town  clerk.  3rookli 
Illard  Rapplirvea,  secretary.  Fairf 
Virginia. 

Kendrick  told  Rappleyea  according  to  Rappleyea)  that  he  was 
contacting  local  election  officials  in  various  states  in  an 
effort  to  get  the  officials  to  fly  to  Iran  with  absentee 
ballots  so  that  the  hostages  could  vote  in  the  Nov.  4  election. 
Kendrick  said  he  was  trying  to  get  permission  from  the  State 
Department  but  hadn't  been  able  at  that  time  to  receive 
State's  concurrence.  Rap  pdLyea  asked  who  would  pay  for  the 
transportation  to  and  from  Iran.  Kendrick  said  that  because 
the  federal  government  didn't  want  to  get  directly  involved 
m  this,  perhaps  some  unnamed)  businessmen  could  help  pick 
up  the  tab.  Kendrick  also  said  that  the  government  wouldn't 
give  him  any  information  about  the  hostages  (names,  addresses 
in  the  U.  S. ,  etc. ) 

Friday.  October  31 


Lvn  Nofziqer jMike  Deaver 


ne.  Mass.,  contacted  \ 
ax  County  Electoral  Board. 


At  approximately  2:30  P.M.,  Gary  Greenhalgh.  director  the 
FEC  Clearing  House  in  Washington,  called  Joan  Mahan,  secretary 
of  the  Virginia  State  Board  of  Elections.  Joan  was  on  the 
telephone  at  the  time  so  her  assistant  took  Greenhalgh' s 
call  and  gave  his  message  to  Joan.  The  message  was  that  he 
wanted  the  State  Board  of  Elections  to  help  facilitate  achieving 
an  absentee  ballot  for  hostage  Robert  Ode  who  resided  in  Fair¬ 
fax  County  who  had  a  P.  0.  Box  in  Falls  Church. 

Mahan  said  that  Greenhalgh  also  had  asked  Rappleyea 's  office 
for  absentee  ballots  for  five  other  hostages  who  he  understood 
also  lived  in  Fairfax  County  (Thomas  L.  Ahern-McLean  area? 

John  Graves-Reston  area;  Catherine  L.  Koob,  Gary  Earl  Lee 

and  Thomas  Schaeffer.  A  search  of  relevant  records  by  Rappleyea' 

office  could  not  turn  up  any  information  on  the  five.) 

Rappleyea  was  unwilling  to  turn  over  to  Kendrick  or  Greenhalgh 
an  absentee  ballot  for  Ode  without  clearance  from  the  State  of 
Virginia.  Mahan  contacted  the  Virginia  attorney  general  and 
he  gave  permission  to  have  the  Ode  absentee  ballot  given  to 
Kendrick. 

Mahan  informed  Greenhalgh' s  secretary  at  4  P.M.  that  she  had 
given  permission  for  the  absentee  ballot  to  be  released.  Greenha 
was  said  to  have  gone  to  the  airport  (with  the  ballot)  with 
Kendrick  who  was  catching  a  7:20  P.  M.  plane  to  Frankfurt,  German 
The  ballot  had  been  released  to  Greenhalgh  by  Rappleyea 's 
office  on  Mahan's  authority. 

(On  October  30,  Greenhalgh  talked  with  Rappleyea.  Greenhalgh 
told  him  the  Federal  Government  didn't  want  any  agency  people 
to  get  directly  involved  (people  at  the  FEC)  but  he  he,  Green¬ 
halgh  was  assisting  Kendrick  both  in  his  capacity  as  a  sympathic 
observer  and  in  his  official  capacity  as  an  expediter  of  the 

IBS4703S8  OOOOJ) 
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Kendrick  effort.  On  this  same  date,  Greenhalgh,  in  his  effort 
to  get  Rappleyea  to  release  the  Ode  absentee  ballot,  and  the 
ballots  of  the  other  five  hostages  referred  to  earlier,  could 
not  provide  information  to  the  Fairfax  County  Electoral  Board 
other  than  the  names  and  apparent  locations  of  all  six  hostages 
thought  to  be  from  the  County.  In  some  instances,  Greenhalgh 
also  was  able  to  provide  Rappleyea  with  the  name  of  the  spouse 
of  the  hostages.  Greenhalgh  said  that  on  Kendrick’s  arrival 
in  Frankfurt,  he  would  drive  to  Weisbaden  to  await  the  return 
of  the  hostages  there.  Greenhalgh  asked  Rappleyea  or  one  of 
the  other  two  members  of  the  Fairfax  County  Electoral  Board  to 
go  to  Germany  with  Kendrick,  but,  after  checking,  Rappleyea 
said  no  board  member  would  be  able  to  go.  The  reason  Greenhalgh 
made  this  request  is  because  Virginia  state  law  requires  that 
all  absentee  ballots  be  back  in  the  state  by  the  end  of  voting 
on  the  day  of  election.  The  board  member  could  serve  as  a 
witness  of  the  receipt  of  the  absentee  ballot  at  Weisbaden  and 
return  the  ballot  to  Virginia  by  the  cutoff  time  November  4. 

The  only  other  alternative  would  be  for  Kendrick  ta  bring  Ode 
back  to  Fairfax  County  by  election  day  for  the  ballot  to  be 
counted. ) 

Friday,  October  31 


I  called  Greenhalgh  in  his  home  in  Virginia  at  approximately 
9:40  P.  M.  I  posed  as  one  Dick  Sullivan  with  the  A P.  I  told 
him  the  Washington  bureau  had  gotten  a  report  on  the  activities 
of  both  he,  Greenhalgh  and  Kendrick,  and  I  wanted  him  to  tell 
me  about  it.  Greenhalgh,  without  reluctance,  said  that  Kendrick 
was  associated  with  a  hostage  family  in  Brookline,  Mass.,  and 
that  he,  Kendrick,  had  taken  it  upon  himself  to  contack  local 
officials  in  21  or  22  states  to  try  to  obtain  absentee  ballots 
for  hostages,  but  that  Kendrick  had  run  into  difficulties. 

Kendrick  then  called,  or  was  told  to  call  by  someone,  Greenhalgh 
at  the  FEC  who  might  be  able  to  help  expedite  solutions  to  these 
problems.  Greenhalgh  said  he,  while  not  reluctant  to  assist  in 
this  noble  undertaking,  did  recognize  that  the  impression  might 
be  left  in  the  minds  of  some  that  this  would  be  seen  as  some  sort 
of  federal  involvement  in  the  effort  and  that  it,  therefore, 
might  be  miscontrued.  Nevertheless,  Greenhalgh  told  me  he  decided 
to  do  what  he  could  to  try  to  help  Kendrick. 

I  asked  Greenhalgh  who  picked  up  the  cost  of  the  ticket  to  Germany 
for  Kendrick.  Greenhalgh  said  they  split  the  cost  out  of  their 
own  funds.  Greenhalgh  said  he  had  come  to  feel  rather  strongly 
in  support  of  what  Kendrick  was  trying  to  do  and  this  was  the 
reason  he  picked  up  half  the  cost  of  the  ticket  out  of  his  own 
pocket. 

Please  do  not  attribute  mv  name  or  the  Reagan-Bush  Committee 
to  my  surreptitious  call  (posinq  as  Dick  Sullivan  of  the^ARl _ . 

"T5  j?!.  yynflcLTq'?r:r^ - 

One  final  thing,  in  this  "Dick  Sullivan"  call,  Greenhalgh  told 
me  he  had  picked  up  campaign  material  from  the  Anderson,  Carter 
and  Reagan  campaigns  which  Kendrick  was  carrying  with  him  to 
Weisbaden  to  oive  to  the  hostage (s)  . 
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SOME  PROPOSALS 
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I.  THEIR  OPPOSITION  CAMPAIGN 


rilUitAU^lWU  Uii  ut< 


II.  K: 


A.  Some  Observations 

1.  Carter's  Views  On  Negative  Campaigns 

2.  Playing  Fair 

B.  What’s  Ahead 

1.  Carter's  Impending  Attack 

2.  Carter's  Surrogates 

3.  Abusing  Incumbency 

4.  Abusing  The  Legal  Process 

5.  Manipulating  The  Media 

6.  Carter's  Goal 
~ .  Cur  Reacting 

e.  Kill  They  Succeed? 

-:A7  IS  TO  BE  DONE? 

A.  Perception  Of  Carter 

1.  Well-meaning  Amateur? 

2.  Philistines? 

3.  Not  Just  Accusations 

B.  Phase  I  --  The  Nasty  Administration 

1.  Credibility 

2 .  Cronyism 

3.  Cosmetics 

4.  Personal  Attacks 

5.  Abusing  Incumbency 

6.  Demeaning  the  Presidency 

7.  The  Real  Picture 

C.  Phase  II  —  The  Issues  —  Broken  Promises 

1.  Carter  Justice 
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2.  Brown  And  The  National  Defense 

a.  Unilateral  Cutbacks 

b.  Military  Readiness 

c.  Defense  Budget  Sleicht-of-Hand 

3.  Foreign  Policy 

a.  Diplomatic  Vaudeville 

b.  Afghani st  And  Other  Soviet  Gams 

c.  New  Boy  Network 

4 .  E con cry 

5 .  Waste  And  Fraud 

C.  Phase  III  --  The  Mistaken  Presidency 
E.  S unitary  of  Phases  I,  II,  and  III 
III.  IMPLEMENTING  OUR  OPPOSITION  CAMPAIGN  --  SOME  PROPOSALS 

A.  Implementing  Phase  I  --  The  Nasty  Admini s tration 

1.  Fact  Sheets  And  Print  Ads 


2.  Columnists 

3.  Ford  Speech  --  Demeaning  The  Presidency 

4.  Our  Surrogates 

5.  FEC  Complaint  Unit 

6.  Injuctior. 

7.  Key  Endorsement 

E.  Implementing  Phase  II  --  The  Issues  And  Broken  Promises 

1.  Ford  Ads  --  Economy  And  Defense 

2.  Justice  Department  Panel 

3.  Former  Attorney  Generals 

4.  Ambassador  Bush  Speech  I 


5.  Ambassador  Bush  Speech  II 

6.  Ambassador  Bush  Speech  III 
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7.  Waste  and  Fraud  Extravaganza 

8.  Media  Events 

9.  Special  Groups 

10.  October  Surprise 

11.  Wirthlin's  Data 

12.  Press  Party  Kickoff 

C.  Irplerer.tmc  Phase  III  --  The  Mistaken  Presidency 
Mournful  Tone 
Z .  Three  Final  Notes 

1.  It's  August 

2.  Ending  Where  We  Began 

3.  The  Positive  Campaign 

M* 
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be  mapped  out  now  for  our  surrogates.  Visits,  for  example, 
to  Langley  Air  Force  Base  where  less  than  half  of  the  fighters 
are  combat-ready,  etc. 

9.  Special  Groups.  Every  time  a  special  group  is 
announced  it  should  be  done  so  with  a  stinging  attack  on  the 
Carter  Administration's  failures  in  that  group's  special  area. 

10.  October  Surprise.  Should  be  a  constant  refrain 
of  our  surrogates.  They  should  point  out  that  the  hostages 
may  be  released  and  the  economy  eased  slightly  by  October, 
but  that  this  should  have  no  bearing  on  the  voter's  ultimate 
choice . 

11.  Wirthlin's  Data.  All  surrogate  attacks  with 
regard  to  issues  should  be  closely  coordinated  with  polling 
data  --  they  show  for  example  that  attacks  on  needless  wel¬ 
fare  spending,  regulatory  agencies,  wasteful  foreign  aid, 
etc.,  are  particularly  fruitful. 

12.  Press  Party  Kickoff.  Phase  II  should  be 

kicked-off  with  a  press  party  with  a  light-hearted  tone  (Lyn 
Nof ziger  "Quotes  from  Chairman  Jimmy"  that  merely  list 

Carter's  promises  as  well  as  replay  Carter's  TV  ads  from  '76 
--  believe  me,  these  ads  were  recently  played  for  a  non¬ 
partisan  audience  and  resulted  in  whoops  of  laughter. 

C.  Implementing  Phase  III  —  The  Mistaken  Presidency 

1.  Mournful  Tone.  Speeches  by  our  candidates  and 
surrogates  in  which  we  regret  that  the  promise  of  *76  was 
never  fulfilled.  Now  we  have  a  second  chance. 
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Working  Group**  Richard  V.  Allen 

- - —  .  Fred  C.  Ikle 

Laurence  Silbennan 

Purpose  and  Strategy  of  0.  S.  Foreign  Policy 

Detailed  examination  of  goals  for  U.  S.  foreign  policy  during  the  1980s  in  the 
context  of  the  underlying  philosophy  of  a  Reagan  foreign  policy  to  preserve  the 
peace;  objectives  for  .he  near-  and  medium-terns ;  prevention  or  management  of 
crisis. 


Kenneth  Ad  el  man 
Laurence  Sllberman 
Rita  Hauser 
Edvard  Luttvak 
Robert  Tucker 
Richard  Whalen 
Charles  J.  V.  Murphy 


Fred  Ikle 
W.  Glenn  Campbell 
Jeane  Kirkpatrick 
Charles  Marshall 
Charls  Walker 
Richard  Pipes 


NATO 


Restoration  of  confidence  in  U.  S.  leadership  of  the  Alliance;  the  U.  S.  role  in 
NATO  and  U.  S.  diplomacy  toward  NATO  allies;  approaches  to  make  the  alliance  a  more 
effective  Instrument  for  the  defense  of  the  free  world;  harmonizing  basic  foreign 
policy  objectives  of  NATO  members;  the  meaning  of  Ostpolltlk  for  NATO;  stabilizing 
veaker  members;  exam! nlat ion  of  NATO's  geographical  limits;  the  policy  implications 
of  growing  European  unity  and  the  European  community. 


Robert  Pfaltzgraff 
Robert  Straus z-Hupe 
Edvard  Rozek 
Jacquelyn  Davis 


Robert  Osgood 
Seymour  Weiss 
Robert  Ellsworth 
Whittle  Johnson 


U.  S.  International  Economic  Policy,  Energy  and  Raw  Materials 

Economic  policy  as  a  vital  component  of  U.  S.  policy  and  strategy;  the  national 
security  implications  of  access  to  energy  and  raw  materials;  the  political  impli¬ 
cations  of  competition  for  resources  and  conflicting  trade  policies;  allied  co¬ 
operation  in  maintaining  freedom  for  international  commerce. 


Richard  Whalen 
Jeffrey  Gayner 
Frank  Barnett 
William  Schneider 
Willis  Armstrong 


W.  Glenn  Campbell 
Constantine  Menges 
J.  William  Middendorf 
Robert  McLellan 


Lev  Dobriansky 
Charls  Walker 
John  Loeb 
Y.  L.  Wu 


*  Assignments  of  Advisors  to  Working  Groups  is  Tentative 
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The  Americas 

U.  S.  policies  toward  Canada  and  Mexico  and  the  implications  of  Governor 
Reagan's  proposal  for  a  North  American  Accord;  collective  security  and  U.  S. 
policy  toward  Castro  and  Cuban  support  for  Soviet  objectives  in  the  hemisphere; 
prospects  for  further  radicalization  in  Central  America  and  the  Caribbean,  and 
U*  S.  responses;  measures  to  improve  bilateral  relations  with  hemisphere  nations; 
the  strategic  importance  of  the  South  American  countries. 

Roger  Fontaine 
Pedro  Sanjuan 
David  Jordan 

Middle  East,  Persian  Gulf  and  South  Asia 

Policies  toward  Israel;  relations  with  Egypt;  Saudi  Arabia  and  other  Arab  nations; 
risks  and  opportunities  in  Persian  Gulf  region;  the  Palestinian  issue;  assistance 
for  Lebanon;  policies  toward  radical  states  and  methods  of  protecting  U.  S. 

Interests  amidst  Increasing  instability;  implications  of  an  oil  embargo. 


Constantine  Menges 
James  Theberge 
John  Lodge 


Robert  Neumann 
Curtin  Wlnsor 
Rita  Hauser 


Raymond  Tan ter 
Joe  Churba 
Amos  Perlmutter 


V-*oli 


bllcy  Towards  the  Soviet  Union  and  Eastern  Europe 

The  framework  of  U.  S.  -  Soviet  relations  for  the  1980s,  and  short-  and  long-term 
policy  requirements;  strategies  to  arrest  Soviet  expansionism  while  maintaining 
the  peace;  the  role  of  East-West  trade,  technology  transfer  and  credits;  Yugoslavia 
after  Tito;  requirements  of  U.  S.  policy  toward  Eastern  Europe;  the  U.  S.  response 
to  increasing  dlssldence  in  communist  countries. 


Url  Ra'anan 
Richard  Pipes 
William  Scott 
William  Stearman 


Mose  Harvey 
Richard  Staar 
Harriet  Scott 


Japan,  China  and  North-East  Asia 

Strengthening  U.  S.  -  Japan  relations;  U.  S.  policy  toward  Taiwan;  relations  with 
the  People's  Republic  of  China;  defense  of  Korea;  defending  Pacific  sea  lanes; 
economic,  energy  and  trade  Issues. 

Chalmers  Johnson  Richard  Walker 

William  Stearman  Jeffrey  Gayner 

Y.  L.  Wu  Max  Hugel 
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The  Current  Crisis  in  Iran 

Problem  of  U.  S.  hostages;  growing  instability  and  the  implications  of  general 
collapse  into  chaos;  assessment  of  Soviet  options  and  objectives;  examination 
of  U.  S.  policy  options. 


(This  is  an  Iran  working  group;  names  of  Advisors 
participating  will  remain  "unlisted.") 


Other  Regional  Issues 

Central  and  Southern  Africa;  North  Africa;  ASEAN  and  Southeast  Asia;  Soviet 
Influence  in  Asia,  especially  in  Vietnam;  the  ANZUS  alliance,  relations  with  the 
Philllplnes,  Indonesia,  India  and  Pakistan. 

Url  Ra'anan  Peter  Dulgnan 

Adda  Bozeman  Robert  Keating 

Alvin  Cottrell  Constantine  Menges 


Instruments  of  Foreign  Policy  I:  Communications  and  Information 

The  global  contest  of  words  and  ideas;  combating  totalitarian  propaganda;  the 
U.  S.  image  abroad;  conveying  America's  convictions  and  Ideals  to  the  world. 


Frank  Shakespeare 
Rica  Hauser 
Ernest  Lefever 
Eugene  Kopp 


Kenneth  Adelaan 
Fred  Ikle 
Richard  Whalen 
Nathan  Glazer 


Instruments  of  Foreign  Policy  II:  Foreign  Aid  and  Military  Assistance;  International 
Organizations;  Refugees 


Henry  Nau 
Charles  Fairbanks 
Ernest  Lefever 
Aaron  Wlldavsky 


Lev  Dobrlansky 
David  Jordan 
Raymond  Tanter 
Donald  Herzberg 
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Instruments  of  Foreign  Policy  Ills  Intelligence  and  Intelligence  Organizations 


Valter  Pforzhelmer 
Robert  Pfaltzgraff,  Jr. 
Jeffrey  Record 
Carnes  Lord 


Robert  Ellsworth 
Daniel  Graham 
Vernon  Walters 


Reorganizing  and  Streamlining  the  National  Security  Machinery 

An  examination  of  structural  changes  in  the  existing  mechanism  for  making  foreign 
and  defense  policy;  the  functions  and  organization  of  the  National  Security  Council, 
its  Executive  Director  and  staff;  strengthening  the  economic  and  Intelligence 
components  of  the  national  security  decisionmaking  process;  methods  by  which  a  new 
President  and  his  staff  can  Integrate  the  work  of  the  foreign  policy,  defense  and 
intelligence  communities  in  the  service  of  sound  policymaking  and  the  national 
interest. 


President  Reagan  and  the  97th  Congress:  Foreign  Policy,  Defense  and  Intelligence 
Priorities  _ _ _ 


Attitudes  a  new  Administration  should  bring  to  office  in  order  to  rebuild  a  sound 
bipartisan  basis  for  the  nation's  foreign  policy;  initiatives  it  can  take  to  lay 
the  groundwork  for  a  joint  effort  with  the  97th  Congress;  coordination  with  the 
Congress  while  not  relinquishing  Constitutional  and  historical  prerogatives  of 
the  Chief  Executive. 
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"How  I  would  like  to  read  you  son^  jrt.£tera*ftts  trfchera  have  made.  Please  tell  me  for  each 
one#  whether  you  agree  strongly.  ♦  .agree  sofm&whai.V.disagree  somewhat ..  .or  disagree  strongly." 


Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 
Somewha t 

Disagree 

Strongly 

The  war  between  Iran  and  Iraq  would  never 
have  happened  if  the  United  State*  were 
stronger  militarily  in  the  Middle  East. 

. 

251 

191 

28% 

28% 

•fhe  war  between  Iran  and  Iraq  ia  primarily 
the  result  of  a  long-standing  feud  between 
.the  two  countries. 

56 

33 

7 

4 

Jiirany  Carter  has  done  all  any  president 
could  have  done  to  free  the  hostages  in  Iran. 

25 

24 

22 

'r:t\ „  • 

39 

Jimmy  Carter  is  largely  responsible  for 
the  hostage  situation  in  Iran. 

17 

20 

Si 

32 

The  United  States  should  have  given  more 
support  to  the  Shah  of  Iran  in  order  to 
maintain  him  in  power. 

15 

te 

31 

36 

If  the  hostages  are  released  in  the  near 
future,  Jimmy  Carter  should  get  credit  for 
i  their  release. 

12 

27 

fff 

29 

32 

1  The  war  between  Iran  and  Iraq  would  never 
have  happened  if  Jimmy  Carter  had  a  more 
'  forceful  and  consistent  Middle  East  policy. 

20 

2  3 

27 

30 

1  Jimmy  Carter  is  controlling  the  timing  of 
the  hostage  release  for  political  purposes.** 
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SOURCE:  D/M/ I t  October  2,  1980 
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CONFIDENTIAL 


MEMO-RANDOM  FOR 


ED  MEESE 


FROM  i 


STEF  HALPER 


THE  HOSTAGE  QUESTION 


As  requested?  several  pf.  up  put  our  heads  together  on  this.  The 
following  teClects  input  from  Kevin  Hopkins,  Frank  Hodsoil,  and 
Bill  Dirl'a/n  and  from  Dr*  Ray  Cline,  General  Brent  Sccwcroft  and 
John  Lehman  cm  the  outside. 


PRESENT  SITUATt ON 


News  reports  today  and  yesterday  indicate;  l)  The  Iranians 
believe  the  U.S-*  has  already  apologized  to  Iran  for  its  activities 
there  during  the  Shah  ‘ a  reign  Ta  kef  precondition  to  resolution)  ; 
2)  the  removal  of  the  U»S,  AWAC's  systems  from  Saudi  Arabia  would 
be  an  important  demons tratipn af  .goodwill;  3)  that  the  Majlis 
(parliament)  would  soon  set  out  the  conditions  for  release*  There 
was  also  a  message  of  hope  to  the  hostage  families  from  Iran  to 
the  effect  that  the  ordeal  wouldn't  last  much  longer. 


but  unconfirmed  'reports ,  we 


Under  the  category  of  significant 
have  the  following: 


The  Treasury  has  been  working  out  the  procedures  for  freeing 
I ran  Vs  assets. 


A  0*S.  Mr  Force/Navy  analysis  has  determined  the  types  of 
spare  parts  most  likely  needed  by  tram  These  materials  are 
standing-by  at  McGuire  AFB  in  New  Jersey. 


3)  A  third  party,  a  private  corporation,  has  been  dealing  with 
both  the  fJ*S*  and  ihie  Iranians  on  the  issue  of  spare  parts. 


Prime  Minister  Rajai1  s  public  comments  in  New  York  City  were 
a  smokescreen.  While  we  understand  he  spoke  with  Warren 
Kristopher,  the  Undersecretary  of  State,  the  actual 
fgotiation  on  condit  ions  for  release  and  U.S.  concessions 
was  carried  on  between  Christopher  and  1  representatives  of 
Bani^Sadr  who  are  with  the  Iranian  Bank  of  Mairkazi*  These  3 
(Rashidzadeh,  All  Vasseri,  All  Manazirad)  were  attached  to 
the  Iranian  IMF  miss  ion  which  net  in  Mew  York  and  Washington 
about  ten  days  ago.  ~ 
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IRANIAN  OBJECTIVES 


The  Iranians  know  that  the  race  is  very  close  and  that  Carter  will 
be  susceptible  to  pressure  in  the  next  two  weeks,  perhaps  more  so 
than  in  the  past  month.  Their  objectives  are: 


(RR  and  Carter 
has  agreed  to 
these) 


Matter  for  courts 


Unfreeze  Iranian  assets  now  held  in 
the  U.S. 

Cancel  any  and  all  claims  against 
I  ran. 

Promise  by  U.S.  of  non-intervention 
in  Iran's  internal  affairs. 

Return  Shah's  assets. 


Public  demand 


Remove  AWAC ' s  from  Saudi  Arabia. 


Private  demand 
Private  demand 


—  Resupply 
Economic 


Iranian  forces, 
assistance . 


Private  demand 


Private  demand 


US/USSR  guarantee  of  sovereignty  of 
Iranian  territory . 

Peace-keeping  force  to  sustain 
cease  fire. 


The  first  four  objectives  have  been  publicly  aired.  Both  Reagan 
and  Carter  have  responded.  The  remaining  five,  we  are  told,  have 
been  raised  in  discussions  between  the  two  sides. 


The  Iranians  will  attempt  to  get  written  commitments  on  as  many  of 
these  as  possible  before  the  election,  seeking  to  bind  whoever  is 
elected  after  November  4th.  This  view  is  buttressed  by,  among 
other  things,  a  statement  by  Rajai  today  that  "The  American 
government  also  has  special  problems  in  respect  to  the  elections, 
indicating  they  are  ready  to  cooperate  and  meet  the  conditions 
that  will  be  Set." 

The  negotiations  will  conclude  when  the  Iranians  feel  they  have 
reached  the  point  at  which  the  cost  of  further  delay  is  greater 
than  the  benefits  to  be  expected  from  additional  concessions. 

This  will  depend  upon:  1)  the  events  in  the  Iran-Iraq  War,  as 
they  relate  to  Iran's  ability  to  continue  fighting?  2)  the 
perceived  firmness  of  Carter's  negotiating  posture?  and  3)  the 
prospect  of  Reagan's  election. 

POLITICAL  RESPONSE:  PRE  RELEASE 

It  is  recommended  that  beginning  now,  up  to  the  time  the  hostages 
are  released,  Governor  Reagan's  posture  be  to  emphasize  the 
following:  1)  note  that  there  are  increasing  signs  that  the 

hostages'  release  may  be  imminent.  Greet  this  news  cautiously, 
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but  favorably.  Ronald  Reagan  should  express  his  hopes  and  prayers 
that  the  hostages  will  be  coming  home  soon,  even  if  it  is  the  day 
before  the  election.  2)  Insist,  though,  that  the  U.S.  not 
complete  any  deals  or  trades  until  all  our  people  are  home,  and 
the  conditions  are  made  public.  Add  that  we  must  be  mindful  of 
the  long-range  consequences  of  any  arrangement  we  make. 

This  pre-release  posture  serves  to  heighten  the  expectations  of 
the  hostages'  release.  This  has  two  effects:  l)  if  the  hostages 
are  actually  released,  it  ioes  not  come  as  such  a  surprise.  Ry 
generating  the  expectation  that  this  will  occur,  we  could  dull 
somewhat  the  outpouring  of  enthusiasm  to  be  expected  from  the 
hostages'  return.  2)  If  the  hostages  are  not  released  before  the 
election,  Carter  faces  a  heightened  credibility  problem  because  of 
the  greater  expectation  of  their  release. 

RELEASE  SCENARIOS 

There  are  7  possible  release  scenarios  considered  her  : 

1)  No  public  agreement  before  election. 

2)  Iran  pledges  release  before  election;  U.S.  agrees  to  spare 
parts  exchange. 

3)  Iran  pledges  release  after  election;  U.S.  agrees  to  parts 
exchange. 

4)  Iran  agrees  to  partial  release  before  election  and  rest 
after;  U.S.  agrees  to  match  release  with  parts. 

5)  U.S.  and  Iran  announce  total  agreement.  All  hostages  are 
released  (except  the  four  who  will  stand  trial)  to  Switzer¬ 
land  on  October  28th  and  arrive  in  U.S. A.  on  November  2nd. 

6)  U.S.  and  Iran  agree  to  gradual  release  matched  by 
concessions . 

7)  Total  release  of  hostages,  they  arrive  home  first,  and  then 
the  trade  is  initiated. 

POLITICAL  RESPONSE:  RELEASE  SCENARIOS 

1)  No  Public  Agreement.  This  is  essentially  a  continuation  of 
the  pre-release  phase.  Throughout  much  of  this  time,  RR 
should  continue  the  line  suggested  earlier.  As  election  day 
comes  closer,  RR  could  add  a  statement  that  he  hopes  Carter's 
actions  aren't  another  attempt  to  raise  expectations  beyond 
what  is  justified.  Within  the  last  few  days,  surrogates 
should  start  pointing  out  how  the  hostages  have  been  over 
there  for  almost  a  year,  and  that  even  if  we  get  them  home 
soon,  Carter's  policy  has  still  failed  because  of  the 
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indignity  and  suffering  inflicted  on  the  hostages  and  their 
families.  They  should  say  Carter  should  not  get  credit  for 
remedying  a  situation  that  should  been  resolved  long  ago. 

2  )  Iran  pledges  release  before  election?  ' J . S  .  agrees  to  parts 
exchange.  Ronald  Reagan's  tone  should  be  supportive  and 
congratulatory,  but  cautious.  Having  expressed  relief  that 
the  hostages  will  come  home  at  last,  his  note  of  caution 
should  contain  the  following  elements:  all  the  terms  of  the 
agreement  must  be  made  public;  warn  that  the  piecemeal  supply 
of  parts  could  commit  us  to  one  side — the  result  could  be  an 
oil  cut-off  from  the  other  side.  The  implications  of  the 
wrong  agreement  could  be  more  serious  than  the  Vietnam  War  in 
the  mid  and  long  term. 

If-  the  hostages  don't  arrive  on  U.S.  soil  before  the 
election,  we  can  label  the  deal  a  failure.  If  they  do  arrive 
in  time,  we  express  relief  but  wonder  if  Carter  gave  away  the 
store. 

3 )  Iran  pledges  release  after  the  election;  U.S.  agrees  to  parts 
exchange.  First  reaction  is  relief.  If  parts  are  provided 
before  the  hostages  arrive,  we  should  wonder  aloud  what  kind 
of  an  agreement  it  is  that  the  U.S.  makes  all  the  concessions 
and  still  doesn't  have  its  people  home.  Then  we  should 
express  the  hope  that  Carter  hasn't  entered  into  an  endless 
process  in  which  we  keep  supplying  the  Iranian  war  effort 
(with  all  that  implies)  and  yet  don't  get  our  people  back. 
Surrogates  should  begin  demanding  that  Carter  tell  the 
American  people  when  our  people  are  coming  home  and  criticize 
him  for  not  getting  our  people  home  before  we  carried  out  our 
part  of  the  bargain.  As  the  election  draws  near  surrogates 
and  finally  Reagan  should  label  this  a  failure. 

4)  Iran  agrees  to  partial  release  before  election,  the  rest 
later;  U.S.  agrees  to  match  people  for  parts,  group  for 
group.  First  reaction  is  relief.  Reagan  should  join  the 
euphoria,  particularly  when  the  first  group  arrives.  Rut,  we 
should  express  caution.  As  in  preceeding  scenarios:  Reagan 
should  insist  the  deal  made  public;  worn  about  being  drawn 
into  a  war  that  could  end  with  an  oil  cut-off;  wonder  aloud 
how  long  this  could  be  drawn  out;  point  out  this  is  the  first 
time  the  U.S.  has  been  blackmailed  on  such  a  grand  scale — can 
we  expect  more  of  this  in  the  future?  As  we  approach  |db€y  ;♦ 
election  day,  decry  the  humiliation  of  our  position  and ^a 
graphic,  poignant  illustration  of  the  failure  of  the  Carter 
presidency. 
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5 )  U.S.  and  Iran  announce  total  agreement.  All  hostages  are 
released  (except  4,  said  to  be  CIA,  who  will  stand  trial)  to 
Switzerland.  They  arrive  Geneva  on  October  28  and  in  U.S. A. 
on  November  2 .  First  reaction  relief  and  congratulations  to 
the  hostages 1  families.  At  the  same  time,  Reagan  should 
express  deep  sorrow  that  the  administration  made  an 
arrangement  that  left  four  loyal  Americans  in  the  hands  of 
terroris ts--probably  to  face  life  imprisonment  or  death.  As 
the  election  approaches,  we  should  decry  the  political 
expediency,  the  slick  nature  of  the  deal.  Call  it  a 
humiliation  before  the  eyes  of  the  world  brought  on  America 
by  a  desperate  politician. 

We*  might  want  to  consider  meeting  with  a  few  of  the  returned 
hostages  if  it  can  be  arranged. 

6 )  U.S.  and  Iran  agree  to  release  matched  by  parts.  Process  to 
begin  after  election.  Reagan  should  express  relief  and  then 
demand  that  details  be  made  public.  Express  the  hope  that 
this  is  not  simply  another  example  of  the  Wisconsin 
syndrome — list  Carter  hypes  before  important  primaries. 

As  November  4  nears,  label  it  a  failure.  If  he  can't  get 
them  out  when  it's  so  important  to  his  election,  what  makes 
anyone  think  he  can  do  so  later. 

7 )  Total  release  of  hostages.  They  arrive  home  first  and  then 
trade /concession  initiated"  For  the  first  few  days,  Reagan 
should  be  thankful  and  express  relief  that  hostages  are  home 
Gradually,  he  should  shift  away  from  the  issue,  concentrate 
on  economics,  and  emphasize  comparisons  there.  Gradually, 
surrogates  should  start  raising  questions  about  why  Carter 
waited  so  long  to  get  the  hostages  back. 

SUMMARY 


There  are,  undoubtedly,  scenarios  that  are  not  addressed  here.  Of 
the  ones  we  have  covered,  the  following  can  be  said: 

1)  In  virtually  all  scenarios,  we  respond  positively  in  the 
first  two  to  three  days. 

2)  Any  movement  on  this  issue  will  pre-empt  the  debate 
results — should  the  hostages  come  home  on  the  28th  or  later. 
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3)  because  of  Carter's  established  pattern  of  springing  "good 
news"  on  the  eve  of  an  election — the  Wisconsin  syndrome — we 
should  expect  something  like  this  to  haopen  in  the  October  31 
to  November  3  period  and  warn  people  accordingly. 

4)  We  must  be  prepared  for  Carter  to  use  the  line  "I've  got  a 
deal  all  set.  If  Reagan  comes  in,  it's  off." 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

To:  Ed  Meecc 
From:  Bob  Gray 

1.  As  we  reach  for  contingency  plans  re  hostages  we  should  keep 

in  mind  our  ability  to  sow  a  story  or  start  news  trends  by  non-attribu 
comments  to  newsmen.  If  we  leak  to  news  sources  our  knowledge  of  the 
Carter-planned  events,  spelling  out  what  Carter  will  do  to  make  a  medi 
event  of  the  release-phased  return  to  the  states,  a  White  House  event, 
ticker  parade,  possible  use  of  Mondale,  etc.,  we  can  get  the  press  say 
Carter  is  politicizing  the  issue,  following  his  media  plan,  etc*. 

2.  In  contrast  to  our  famous  anonymous  Reagan  aide  quoted  in  Lou 
Cannon  this  morning,  we  should  be  saying  the  hostage  resolution  will 
not  be  making  any  difference  in  the  vote,  does  not  change  the  overridi 
issues  of  the  campaign,  etc.. 

3.  After  the  Governor  joins  in  the  rejoicing  "that  our  long  wait  for 
resolution  of  this  issue  is  finally  over"  we  should  be  taking  the 
approach  "we  cannot  allow  this  happy  moment  to  divert  us  from  our  miss 
to  tell  the  American  public  about  the  Carter  record,  etc.." 

4.  After  the  hostage  return  the  Governor  should  "recognize  I  now 
have  an  even  heavier  responsibility  to  redouble  my  efforts  to  spotligh 
the  Carter  record.  If  I  do  not  the  voters  might— in  a  momentary  happi 
ness— make  a  decision  they  would  regret  for  another  four  years'1 
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The  Honorable  Paul  Laxalt 
Bill  Casey ^ 

Ed  Meese 


From: 


Richard  S.  Williamson 


The  FINAL  Days — October  Surprise  shifts  to 
November  Desperation  Ploy 


If  our  polls  are  wrong  and  the  election  looks  close, 
Jimmy  Carter  will  not  take  any  great  risk  in  the  closing  days 
of  the  campaign.  He  will  do  what  he  has  been  doing,  but 
harder.  However,  if  our  polls  are  correct  and  Ronald  Reagan 
has  a  significant  lead  in  the  electoral  college  vote,  then  we 
can  expect  Carter  to  make  a  dramatic  drastic  move  on  Saturday 
or  Sunday . 

The  keys  to  a  Carter  victory  are  for  him  to  bring  the 
Democratic  voters  back  home  again  and  get  out  the  vote. 


Return  to  His  Roots 

When  cornered  and  in  the  clutch  a  fighter  draws  upon 
his  instincts  as  nurtured  by  his  roots  and  past  experience.  As 
a  politician  Jimmy  Carter's  record  is  clear.  He  is  not 
restrained  by  normal  bounds  of  decency.  He  is  in  the  "southern 
tradition.”  And  he  has  used  the  "Sunday”  surprise  to  his  advan¬ 
tage  in  the  past. 

'  Southern’*  pals  of  the  Carter  bent  are  the  sort  that 
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cut  their  own  campaign  HQ  phone  lines  on  Sunday  and  call  in 
the  press  to  blame  their  opponents  of  dirty  tricks. 

In  1976  on  the  Thursday  before  election  day,  President 
Ford  had  come  from  behind  to  draw  even  with  Jimmy  Carter  in 
the  polls.  Some  public  opinion  polls  even  gave  Gerald  Ford  a 
1  point  lead.  Then  on  Sunday,  Jimmy  Carter  played  his  surprise. 

The  segregation  policy  of  Carter* s  Plains  First  Baptist 
Church  had  been  a  minor  theme  during  the  campaign.  On  Sunday, 
October  31,  1976,  before  national  network  television  cameras 
the  Reverend  Clennon  King,  a  black,  from  the  Divine  Mission 
Church  in  nearby  Albany,  Georgia  demanded  entrance  into  Mr.  Carter's 
Church.  He  was  denied  entry.  Dramatically,  Jimmy  and  Rosalyn 
Carter  emerged  at  the  Church's  door.  He  delivered  a  carefully 
crafted  statement  saying  that  he  recognized  the  rights  of  the 
Church  to  set  its  membership — thereby  not  offending  southern 
whites — but  that  he  thought  blacks  should  be  admitted  to  his 
church.  He  went  on  to  mention  his  efforts  to  desegregate  that 
church  in  the  past.  Then  Mr.  Carter  said  that  since  his  minister 
would  not  admit  the  black  Rev.  Clennon  King  to  services  that  he 
and  his  wife,  as  an  act  of  conscience,  had  r.o  choice  but  to  walk 
out . 

Carter  aides  went  further.  They  told  the  media  that  it 
could  not  have  been  just  coincidence  that  Rev.  King  had  shown  up 
at  the  Plains,  Georgia  First  Eaptist  Church  on  the  Sunday  before 
election  day.  They  charged  that  the  Ford  campaign  had  engage:: 
in  Nixonian"  '‘Watergate’’  dirty  politics,  that  the  Ford  ca rr.pa:  cr. 
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was  behind  the  incident. 

The  ploy  was  a  10-strike  for  Jimmy  Carter !  The  media 
gave  the  incident  enormous  play.  It  dominated  Sunday's  network 
television,  radio  and  the  Monday  newspapers.  It  tarnished  the 
nice  guy  Jerry  Ford  image  (raising  Nixonian  tactics  and  there¬ 
fore  subliminally  Ford's  controversial  pardon  of  Nixon  was  an 
added  Carter  spin).  It  showed  Jimmy  Carter  the  decent  com- 
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passionate  man  of  principle  taking  a  ’’difficult  stand”; 
reaffirming  his  commitment  to  racial  equality.  It  stimulated  the 
black  vote — increased  the  turn-out  in  that  '76  decisive  consti¬ 
tuency.  Further,  his  bold  dramatic  stand  for  racial  equality 
reassured  traditional  Democratic  liberals  of  the  Humphrey-Kennedy 
wing  that  this  southern  born-again  fiscal  conservative  was  really 
one  of  them.  As  he  symbolically  showed  by  beginning  his  ’76 
general  election  campaign  at  FDR's  Warm  Springs,  Georgia  retreat, 
Jimmy  Carter  was  a  man  in  the  tradition  of  the  father  of  the 
modern  Democratic  Party,  Franklin  Deleno  Roosevelt. 

This  ploy  returned  the  final  decisive  political 
momentum  to  Jimmy  Carter  in  1976.  He'll  try  something  again. 

Carter  Options 

1.  The  Hostages:  Humpty  Dumpty  has  fallen  apart,  and 
it  is  doubtful  that  all  the  President's  men  and  all  the  Presi¬ 
dent's  horses  can  put  him  back  together  again. 

The  American  Hostages  in  Iran  probably  will  not  get  out 
before  election.  If  they  do  get  cut,  it  will  not  be  the  result 
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of  Jimmy  Carter.  He  is  as  much  a  victim  of  events  as  we  are. 
Further,  the  public  cynicism  on  the  issue  has  increased 
dramatically.  If  the  hostages  are  released,  almost  50%  of 
Americans  say  the  release  would  be  "political1* . 

Consequently,  Mr.  Carter  cannot  bank  the  hostage 
situation.  It  probably  will  not  happen.  If  it  does,  politi¬ 
cally  the  release  will  cut  both  ways. 

2.  Poland:  The  trade  union  agreement  with  the  communist 
government  has  hemorrhaged.  Polish  functionaries  were  called  to 
Moscow  for  consultations.  Probably  nothing  will  happen;  but  a 
dramatic  event  in  fact  is  not  necessary.  As  we  have  said  for 
months,  a  Carter  "October  Surprise"  does  not  need  a  real  crisis 
to  work.  Carter  just  needs  a  slight  strain  somewhere  around  the 
globe  to  create  a  crisis  mentality. 

The  Polish  situation  could  be  a  catalyst — sufficient 
smoke  for  Carter  to  act.  He  could  cancel  his  schedule  and 
dramatically  return  to  Washington.  Sunday  afternoon  he  could 
address  the  American  people  from  the  Oval  Office.  With  the 
American  flag  behind  him  in  the  solemnity  of  the  Oval  Office  he 
could  tell  the  American  people  about  a  deteriorating  situation 
in  Poland.  He  could  go  on  "boldly"  to  assert  that  he  stands 
firmly  behind  the  freedom  loving  workers  of  Poland  and  he  will 
commit  America  to  defend  the  freedom  of  the  Polish  workers  from 
Soviet  intimidation  and  threat. 

Thereby,  Carter  is  bold.  Surrounded  by  the  aura  of 
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the  Presidency  he  is  taking  action.  And  our  numbers  show  that 
an  issue  that  cuts  in  this  election  is  that  voters  don't 
want  America  to  be  pushed  around  by  other  countries.  Further, 
since  he  has  no  warmonger  baggage  he  can  afford  to  be  more 
hawkish  and  instead  of  hurting  him,  it  helps  his  image.  He 
appeals  to  the  sizeable  Polish  vote  and  other  large  European 
ethnic  voter  groups.  He  can  give  a  Catholic  spin  by  citing  Pope 
John  Paul  II  in  his'  remarks.  He  can  play  the  labor  union  theme. 
He  dominates  the  news,  captures  momentum,  stimulates  Democratic 
voter  turn-out. 

3.  Racism:  The  black  issue  is  the  old  southern  tar 
baby  that  southern  pols  love  to  beat  on.  For  years  it  was  a 
call  to  support  segregation.  Now  the ‘southern  pol  uses  the 
race  issue  to  play  on  the  guilt  of  whites  and  enflame  the 
blacks  by  denouncing  inequality.  This  is  the  card  Carter  played 
in  1976.  It  is  the  card  he  played  before  the  Ebenezer  Baptist 
Church  in  Atlanta  in  September.  It  is  the  card  Carter  played 
yesterday  in  Newark,  New  Jersey  when  he  addressed  a  congregation 
of  black  ministers  at  the  Bethany  Baptist  Church  and  said, 
"Governor  Reagan  may  not  know  it  but  to  millions  and  millions  of 
Americans  who  suffered  racial  injustice  for  300  years,  it  was  not 
simply  a  problem,  it  was  a  lifelong  disaster." 

An  intelligent  vigorous  smear  campaign  against  Ronald 
Reagan  as  a  racist  can  have  the  following  beneficial  effects  for 
Jimmy  Carter:  1)  stimulate  greater  black  voter  turn-out — a 
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pivotal  factor  in  a  number  of  areas  on  election  day;  2)  raise 
doubts  about  Reagan  among  moderate  Anderson-type  Republicans; 

3)  increase  voter  turn-out  among  other  Democratic  voter  groups 
from  the  Kennedy-wing  and  among  Jews;  4)  capture  some  momentum. 

4.  Attack  "Watergate"  Tactics:  Carter  can  charge 
vigorously  and  self-righteously  the  Reagan/Bush  campaign  of  dirty 
politics — Nixonian  tactics  smelling  of  Watergate.  I  am  not  aware 
of  any  acts  that  can  remotely  be  called  dirty  politics  engaged 
in  by  our  campaign.  I  am  confident  none  of  the  top  campaign 
leadership  is  aware  of  any  unethical  activities.  But  politics  is 
politics,  and  someone  at  the  local  levels  may  be  doing  some 
pranks.  We  must  be  cleaner  than  Ceasar's  wife.  But,  truth  takes 
time  to  catch  up  with  a  smear  charge.  And,  I'd  be  prepared  for 
Carter  to  charge  dirty  tricks  and  to  raise  the  haunting  spector 
of  Nixonian  tactics. 

Again,  this  would  help  bring  the  Democrats  back  home. 

And,  it  might  increase  voter  turn-out. 

Summary :  I  do  not  see  any  of  these  Carter  options  as  a 

home  run  for  him.  But  I  am  convinced  that  if  our  polls  are 
correct,  he'll  take  a  dramatic  risky  move  on  Saturday  or  Sunday. 

It  may  be  one  of  the  above,  a  combination  of  them,  or  perhaps 
something  we  have  not  thought  of. 

Suggested  Reagan/Bush  Actions 

1.  Cleaner  Than  Ceasar's  Wife:  To  the  extent  possible, 
let's  have  a  call  down  from  national  HQ  to  the  field  for  all 
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campaign  workers  to  be  scrupulously  ethical,  clean,  above 
board  during  the  final  hectic  days.  This  might  curb  potential 
excessive  enthusiasm . 

2.  Set  The  Stage:  We  did  a  good  job  at  weakening 
Carter’s  position  on  the  Iranian  Hostage  issue  by  bounding  away 
at  the  ’’October  Surprise"  theme  beginning  in  August.  We  set 

the  stage.  The  press  began  to  look  for  the  politically  expedient 
October  Surprise. 

With  the  hostage  release  plans  blown  assunder,  with  Carter 
having  lost  the  debate,  with  the  polling  numbers  down,  we 
should  predict  a  Carter  "November  Desperation  Ploy".  We  should 
set  the  stage  again.  Create  cynicism  in  the  press.  We  should 
pre-empt  Carter's  move. 

The  staff  on  the  plane,  the  HQ  communicant  ions  department, 
and,  critically,  the  top  campaign  leadership  at  HQ  should  spread 
the  work  to  the  media:  we  expect  a  sleazy  "Carter  November 
Desperation  Ploy" . 

The  Carter  remarks  yesterday  at  the  Bethany  Baptist 
Church  and  reports  that  this  Sunday  Mr.  Carter  is  scheduled  to 
speak  at  black  churches  in  Chicago,  Detroit  and  Philadelphia  lead 
me  to  believe  that  at  least  one  offensive  surely  will  be  the 
reported  charge  that  Reagan  is  racist.  Let's  set  the  stage-- 
let ' s  not  over-react. 

3.  No  Over-Reaction:  Something  will  hit  Saturday  or 
Sunday.  Critically,  Governor  Reagan  and  Ambassador  Bush  should 
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be  prepared  for  it  to  minimize  the  risk  of  an  intemperate 
over-reaction.  Also,  the  staff  on  the  campaign  plane  should 
be  fully  prepared  for  calm  damage  control  if  necessary.  The 
HQ  campaign  leadership  should  be  available  and  similarly 
postured  throughout  the  weekend. 

(An  Addendum  focuses  further  on  a  Reagan/Bush  strategy 
on  the  RACISM  issue.) 
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ADDENDUM 

To  rebute  a  possible  Carter  November  Desperation 
Ploy  on  Sunday  we  must  set  the  stage.  As  discussed 
above,  a  racism  charge  is  a  likilv  theme  that  Mr.  Carter 
will  continue  to  play  -  and  one  he  will  try  to  enflame 

9 

through  some  contrived  event  on  Saturday  or  Sunday. 

The  following  is  a  suggested  statement  that  could  be 
marketed  to  the  media  by  the  top  campaign  staff  at  HQ 
and  on  the  plane: 

We  can  only  assume  Mr.  Carter  is  a  desperate 
man.  His  October  surprise  fell  apart,  his  campaign 
is  not  only  lagging  in  key  states  but  nationally, 
and  he  has  failed  to  scare  hone  the  Democrats. 

What  we  expect  is  an  act  of  November  desperation. 

Mr.  Carter  probably  will  return  to  the  desperate 
methods  used  earlier  this  year:  rhetoric  of  racism, 
hatred  and  fear.  His  last  resort  is  to  stir  emotion 
trough  contrived  events  and  falsehoods.  Only  such 
politically  manipulated  emotion  has  a  chance  now  to 
turn  out  disaffected  Democrats.  If  he  tries  it,  he 
will  prove  he  is  desperate,  and  if  he  is  that  desperate, 
for  him  it  is  already  too  late. 
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Memorandum 
Tos  .Tony  Dolan 

Re:  Political  Countermeasures  upon  Release  of  the  Hostages 
From:  Larry  Seidler 
Date:  October  25,  1980 


Should  any  or  all  of  the  hcctacec  be  freed 
before  the  election  it  is  of  paramount  importance  to 
have  this  event  backfire  upon  Mr.  Carter.  The  means  * 
to  this  end  demand  the  utmost  exercise  in  tact  and 
center  around  voter  awareness  of  two  themes. 

1  .  JIMMY  CARTER:  THE  HERO  OF  HIS  OWN  CRISIS 

A  simple  review  of  the  facts  leading  up  to  the 
November  1979  seizure  of  the  American  embassy  in  Teheran 
clearly  shows  that  the  hostages  would  not  have  been 
seized  but  for  the  actions  of  the  Carter  administration 
which  practically  speaking ”se t  them  up"  through  incompetence. 

A  review  of  the  facts  leading  up  to  the  seizure  is  enough 
to  lay  the  blame  on  the  Carter  administration: 

.  The  U.S.  embassy  in  Teheran  was  breifly  occupied 
in  1978  after  the  fall  of  the  Shah. 

.  U.S.  embassy  officials  in  Teheran  then  requested 
stronger  protective  measures. 

.  Nothing  was  done. 

.  U.S.  Embassy  officials  in  Teheran  then  complained 
about  inaction  on  stronger  security  measures  to 
U.S.  Department  of  State 

.  U.S.  Embassy  officials  in  Teheran  warned  the  U.S. 
Department  of  State  that  they  would  probably  be 
taken  hostage  is  the  Shah  was  admitted  to  the 
United  States 

.  U.S.  State  Department  officials  acknowledged  this 
and  promised  stronger  protection  and  advance  warning 
if  the  Shah  was  admitted  to  the  United  States 

.  The  Shah  was  admitted  to  the  United  States  on 
November  4,  1979  and  there  was  no  advance  warning 
to  the  U.S.  embassy  in  Teheran 
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.  The  U.S.  embassy  in  Teheran  was  immediately 
seized  and  hostages  were  taken. 

The  above  facts  lead  to  the  conclusion  that  but 

for  the  failure  to  improve  protection  and  warn  the 
U.S 

U.S.  embassy  in  Teheran  the  hostages  would  not  have 
been  seized.  Carter  and  his  State  Department  were 
responsible  for  the  seizure  through  incompetence  and 
failure  to  heed  warnings . 

The  "Jimmy  Carter:  Hero  of  his  Own  Crisis  " 
approach  to  the  hostage  release  coupled  with  the 
suspicion  and  cynicism  arising  from  a  release  or 
deal  on  the  eve  of  the  election  could  cause  the 
entire  matter  to  backfire. 

It  will  look  like  Carter  negligently  set  up 
the  embassy  to  be  seized  then  then  used  them  for 
a  series  of  political  gains  culminating  in  the 
attempt  to  trick  the  American  people  by  a  release 
just  before  the  election. 

2 .  PLAYING  POLITICS  WITH  THE  HOSTAGES 

This  theme  shows  that  Carter  has  been  playing 

politics  with  the  hostages  all  along.  The  timely 

release  of  the  hostages  on  the  eve  of  the  election 

of  events  demonstrating  the 
is  the  final  step  of  a  long  series  of  political 

use  of  the  hostage  crisis: 

.The  "Rose  Garden"  strategy  of  using  the  hostage 
crisis  as  an  excuse  to  dodge  primary  campaigning . 

.  The  7:18  A.M.  television  announcement  of  a 
breakthrough  in  the  hostage  crisis  on  the 
morning  of  the  Wisconsin  primary  when  in  fact 
there  was  no  breakthrough. 
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.The  April  26  "raid"  on  Teheran  which  was 
criticized  in  the  official  report  as  poorly 
planned  and  inadequately  manned  and  widely 
perceived  by  our  allies  as  a  desparate  act. 

(The  Economist,  Le  Monde,  Die  Welt,  The  Times) 

.  The  sudden  "manageability"  of  the  crisis  a 
few  days  later  which  signalled  an  emergence 
from  the  Rose  Garden  and  return  to  campaigning. 

.  Finally,  the  release  of  the  hostages  just 
before  the  election,  on  terms  which (probably ) 
could  have  been  negotiated  before  the  campaign. 

This  final  political  use  of  the  hostages  for  the 
effort 

e:fort  of  re-electing  Jimmy  Carter  can  be  pointed  out 
in  an  ad  using  the  question: 

WHY  DID  THE  CARTER  ADMINISTRATION  WAIT  UNTIL 
THE  ELECTION  TO  GET  THE  HOSTAGES  BACK? 

The  the  above  instances  of  prior  political  use  of 
the  hostage  crisis  could  be  set  below  to  create  the 
impression  that  the  November  release  of  the  hostages 
is  the  final  act  in  a  chain  of  political  uses.  This 
would  raise  suspicion  and  cynicism  of  a  pre-election 
deal/release  of  the  hostages. 

3.  OTHER  PLOYS 


A  riskier  avenue  of  approach  is  the  theme  that 
the  release  of  the  hostages  before  the  election  is 
Ayatollah  Khomeini's  vote  for  Jimmy  Carter.  (Note: 

Rajai  himself  said  that  heMdoesn't  want  America's 
government (Carter  administration)  to  fall." 

Similarly,  the  recent  pardon  of "a 1 1" American 
prisoners  in  Cuba  amounts  to  Fidel  Castro's  vote 
for  Carter.  And  Castro  has  said  that  he  wants  to 
see  Carter  re-elected.  App. 
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To.:  All  Reagan/Bush  staff 

From;  William  Casey 

■ 

Precautions  must  be  taken  to  make  sure  nothing  is  attributed 
to  our  campaign  organization  that  could  in  any  way  be  said  to 
jeopardize  the  possibility  of  securing  the  release  of  the 
hostages.  That  means  that  nobody,  except  those  who  are  speci- 
fically  authorized,  express  opinions  to  the  media  from  now 
until  Election  Day, 


Reagan  Bush  Committee 

901  South  Hijbiuaa  Str«K.  Artrafto*  Vi-giru*  23204  (703)6*4-0400 


MEMORANDUM  TO?  GOVERNOR  REAGAR 
ED  MEESE 


FROM:  BILL  CASEY 


X  am  sending  you  a  memorandum  prepared  for  me  by 
Charlie  Brower,  Chief  Legal  Advisor  at  the  State  Departaen 
when  I  was  there.  It  is  on  the  costs  and  methods  of  meet! 
Iranian  conditions  for  the  release  of  the  hostages. 


In  a  nutshell,  it  concludes  that  Carter  could 
assert  legal  authority  to  return  Iranian  assets  free  of 
attachments  and  terminate  suits  and  claims  against  Iran. 
This  would  be  done  under  the  Presidential  constitutional 
power  to  conduct  foreign  policy,  but  would  give  all  those 
suffering  loss  from  this  process  the  right  to  claim  compen¬ 
sation  from  the  United  States  Government.  They  would  have 
to  collect  by  some  Congress  tonally  enacted  claims  procedure 
or  by  suit  in  the  Court  of  Claims  whose  judgments  Congress 
has  always  honored. 


In  short,  such  a  deal  would  amount  to  the  deferred 
payment  of  ransom  of  an  undetermined  amount  which  would 
certainly  ruh  Into  several  billions.  As  to  the  Shah's 
assets.  Carter  could  do  what  Roosevelt  did  in  recognizing 
the  Soviet  Union  in  1933,  namely,  take  an  assignment  from 
Iran  of  its  claimed  rights  against  the  Shah,  collect  on 
these  claims  and  turn  the  proceeds  over  to  the  Iranians. 

This  could  put  the  United  States  In  the  ungraceful  picture 
of  undertaking  to  locate  and  collect  on  the  Shah*  s  assets 
for  the  benefit  of  Iran.  So,  while  this  might  be  doable, 
the  politics!  cost  would  be  enormous.  I  therefore  expect 
Carter  to  project  a  show  of  strength  and  protect  the  dignity 
and  honor  of  the  United  States  by  rejecting  these  demands  as 
outrageous. 


I  believe  ha  will  be  widely  perceived  as  having 
engaged  in  a  desperate  last  attempt  to  manipulate  the 
hoatages  again  for  political  benefit  and  to  have  once  more 
bungled  it.  If  this  analysis  is  correct,  we  should  say  very 
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president  *111  agree  to  asslnt  the  proceedure  to  get  the 
Shaa  weath  back  to  Iran* 

Iranian  govement  Is  paying  $800,000 

to  aberranth  via  U.S.  Government  to  locate  abersee  to  get 
the  shaha  funds. 

XXX 

Secret  meetings  1  Paris  ,  Geneva  / 
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MEMORANDUM 


For  : 
From: 
Subj  : 


.S' 


Stef  Haloe 


Iran-Iraq  Conflict 


September  24,  1980 


Ref:  Conversation  with  General  Brent  Scowcroft  and 

Dr.  Al  Cottrell,  Director,  Middle  East  Studies  CSIS 


oCONFLICT: 

Accelerating.  Naval  engagments  in  the  Persian  Gulf  and 
Shat-El  Arab.  Mutiple  craft  lost.  Frigates  and  gun 
boats.  Air  engagements  in  Gulf,  and  Abadan  refinery 
area,  Bagdad.  Iraqi  planes  have  raided  8  military 
bases  across  Iran.  Iran  attacked  chemical  complex  at 
Basra . 

Iraqi  troops  now  10  miles  inside  Iran. 

Iraq  bombed  Kargh  Island  severely  damaging  Iran's 
ability  to  export  oil. 

Of 

OLENGTH  CONFLICT 

Could  be  several  weeks  depending  on  level  of  effort. 
Iraqi's  well  supplied.  Have  approximately  1000  Soviet 
technicians.  Have  spare  parts.  Aircraft  now  well- 
maintained.  Can't  repair  rapidly. 

Iranians  have  few  spare  parts.  Even  if  U.S.  provided 
them  no  technicians  to  put  them  in.  (218  tech,  reps 
who  serviced  the  70  F-4's  all  gone) . 

Spare  parts  could  make  little  or  no  difference^  in  force 
capacity  at  this  time. 
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USSR  -  not  anxious  for  crisis  to  expand, 
way  to  profit  from  it 


Will  look  for  a 


Will  put  self  forward  as  mediator 
can  restrain  Iraq,  U.S.  car.not 

Can  only  gain  from  the  conflict  and  its  resolution. 

Will  underscore  failure  in  the  region-  Iran  -  a 

U.S.  friend  now  on  its  knees  ;  Iraq  a  UUSR  client  now  in  ascendancy 
Testament  to  the  failure  of  the  U.S,  policy 

If  Khomeini  calls  oh  anyone  it  will  be  the  USSR,  They 
can  impact  Iraq  in  return  for  concessions  from  Iran 

'•  ■  \\y .'j-  .*  {.■  .v -'V*.  ■'  /’>V'  '  V;,  v'Vf**?  "V;  ;  •  *  •.  .  * •;<**>  <■  / 1  *  •  * 

IRAg  -  now  is  the  time  to  settle  old  scores.  Iran  is  disorganized 
unprepared  -  officer  corps  in  disarray.  The  situation  was  never 
better  for  Iraq. 

Intelligence 

Mostly  satellite 

Some  recon 

few  ground  sources 

Straits  of  HormHoj 

Wholly  in  Oman  territorial  waters.  Must  keep  straits 
open,  Iraq  may  try  to  take  the  three  small  islands  in 
the  middle  of  the  straits. 

Hostages 

Delay.  Teheran  one  problem  town*  Knomeini  and  Bani-Sadr 
directly  involved  in  war.  Settlement  soon  viewed  as  unlikely. 

No  clear  authority  in  Teheran 


Karqh  Island 
Bombed. 


75%  of  all  Iranian  oil  goes  out  through  Kargh 
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Island 
Japanese 

Wring  hands.  No  action 

.Energy 

40%  of  oil  for  free  world  flows  through  gulf* 

Key  Point  6B047O282 

If  the  administration  had  paid  proper  attention  to  the 
stability  of  tha  region  this  would  not  have  happened.  Under 

the  Shah*  quid  pro  quo.  Both  Iran  and  Iraq  wanted  to  preserve 
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oil  reserves  and  revenues.  This  was  source  of  the 
regional  stability.  Iraqi  dont  trust  Khomeini  -  afraid 
a  religious,  fundamentalist  movement  like  this  in  Iraq 
could  possibly  topple  government 

Mr.  Carter's  chickens  are  coming  home  to  roost. 
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UNITED  NATIONS  RESPONSE: 


at  the  Ronald  Reagan  Library 


The  U.N.  held  urgent  consultations  on  Tuesday  but  the  Soviets 
questioned  the  propriety  of  issuing  a  statement  of  concern  without 
a  formal  meetin  of  the  15  member  body  AS  OF  2:00  p.m.  WEDNESDAY 
THERE  HAD  STILL  NOT  BEEN  A  RESOLUTION  OR  STATEMENT  OF  CONCERN  ISSUED 


OIL  SUPPLY: 

Today  the  State  Department  predicted  that  both  nations  would 
cut  off  oil  shipments  through  the  Persian  Gulf  today,  although  Iraq 
can  continue  to  send  oil  by  pipeline  to  the  Mediterranean.  Oil  industry 
sources  are  reported  as  estimating  that  the  non-Communist  world 
currently  has  reserves  adequate  to  last  roughly  100  days  (till 
approximately  the  end  of  the  year). 

SEA  TRAFFIC: 


Lloyd's  register  of  ships  indicated  that  there  could  be  about 

600  vessels  in  or  heading  for  the  Persian  Gulf  which,  could  he _ 

affected,  including  tankers,  and  general  cargo  vessels.  Kuwaiti  news 

agency  quoted  shipping  sources  in  London  as  saying  that  as  of _ 

Wednesday  international  shipping  companies  were  diverting  their*’;- 
vessels  from  Iran  and  Iraqi  ports  in  the  danger  zone  of  the  current 
conflict. 

""  WHITE  HOUSE  RESPONSE:  "  —  — 

In  a  campaign  trip  to  the  West  Coast  yesterday  "Carter  said: 

"What  we  want  to  do  is  calm  the  situation  and  mot  aggravate  it,  so 

any  comment  by  me  about  the  use  of  American  forces  would  ~be  “  ...  ~ 

completely  inappropriate."  ^ 

Today  Carter  called  in  his  senior  foreign  policy  adVTsdtft 
put  together  a  statement  reaffirming  American  neutrality  in  the 
"'current  conflict. 

*  V 

.€ 

IRAQI  ULTIMATUM: .  "  '  - - ‘ - 

* 

~  AtReuters  reported  at  6:57  today  that  Iraqi  military  commanders— 
gave  an  ultimatum  to  the  Iranian  forces  and  "ordered  them  to  surrender 
within  6  hours. "  - - - 

The  fuller  report  stated  that  Iraqi  gound  forces  had  surrounded 
Abadan,  Muhammerah  to  the  North,  and  Qasr-E-Shirin  in  the  North,  and 
that  Iraqi  forces  were  pushing  to  Kermanshah  to  the  East. 

INVOLVEMENT  OF  OTHER  NATIONALS:  6SQ470284  000492 

A  total  of  700  Americans  were  reported  to  be  in  Iraq  when  the 
fighting  began,  many  of  them  in  the  Basra  area  that  waa.. attacked  by.  _ 
Iranian  planes  Tuesday.  Some  of  these,  roughly  300  Americans  are  believe 
to. have  been  evacuated;  the  State  Department  has  reported  that  3 
Americans  are  missing  and  a  late  breaking  report  by  CBS  news  today 
notes  that  10  Americans  have  been  killed  in  an  attack  by  Iran  on  Iraq 

Additionally,  300  Brittons  were  evacuated  on  Tuesday, from  Basra,  Iraq, 


ana 


EVACUATION*  CONT: 


The  French  engineering  firm  of  Technip  evacuated  16  French  and  70 
Filipino  workers  from  Basra  and  Susayr,  Iraq,  on  Tuesday,  while 
Technip' s  Italian  subsidiary  Techipetrol  withdrew  20  Italians 
and  270  Filipinos 


MILITARY: 

AIR:  Iraqi  planes  attacked  Iran's  main  terminal  on  Kharg  Island  today, 

the  island  is  125  miles  southeast  of  the  disputed  Shatt  al  Harb 
waterway,  area  of  most  of  the  previous  fighting. 

Reports  also  indicate  fresh  Iraqi  air  strikes  today  on  airfields 
in  the  Western  pities  of  Tabriz  and  Kermanshah _  -  _ 

Previously  reported  Iraqi  strikes  on  Western  Iranian,  cities  on  Mon 
and  Tuesday  had  killed  a  total  of  40  civilians  and  injured  over 
300.  _  _  _  _ _ 


LAND:  Iraq  said  today  its  ground  forces,  in  a  thrust  toward  Tehran, 

captured  Quasr-e-Shirin,  the  first  town  on  the  highway  to  the 
Iranian  capital.  The  reported 

The  reported  capture  of  Qasr-E  Shir in,  the  first  population 

center  taken  in  the  war,  appeared  to  be  a  bold  extension  of _ 

the  Iraqi*  advance  on  two  fronts  with"  the  thrust  in  the  North 
heading  for  Tehran.  _ _ ^ _ 

The  other  front  is  centered  in  the  South  with  its  goal  appearing 
to  be  a  knockout  blow- of  the  crippled  oil  facility  of"  Abadan 

Iraqi— forcee-sur  rounded- three -cities-  inrt  he  Abadan  arear~  anfThave 
demanded  that  Iranian  forces  there  surrender  by  this  evening  (11:0 

- EDT4 — - * - - -  -  - 

NAVAL:  Iranian  and  Iraqi  forces  also  engaged  in  battles  in  the  Persian  G 


HOSTAGES : 

The  fighting,  now  in  its  third  day,  forced  Iran's  Parliament  to 
"FREEZE  INDEFINITELY"  the  debate  on  the  fate  of  the  52 
Americans  who  have  been  held  for  326  days. 
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memo 

TO:  ED  MEESE 

FROM:  ANTHONY  R.  DOLAN 

RE:  HOSTAGE  RELEASE 


1.  I  have  received  this  information  from  an  excellent  source 
who  is  a  close  associate  of  someone  on  the  Senate  committee 
on  intelligence. 

2.  “piis  source  says  his  associate  has  told  him  the  following; 

(a)  The  hostages  are  assembled  in  the  embassy  in  Tehran. 

( b^  A  deal  has  been  cut  and  is  a  virtual  certainity.  The 
deal  calls  for  spare  parts  in  exchange  for  the  hostages, 
(c)  The  hostages  will  released  next  week  after  the  Senate 
committee  issues  some  sort  of  Uif  -baked  apology  or 
explanation  for  our  actions  in  Iran. 


3.  What  is  significant  is  that  this  information  came  to  me 
late  yesterday  before  the  Chicago  report  about  spare  parts 
at  McGuire  Air  Force  Base. 

U.  I  have  been  trying  all  last  night  and  today  to  check  this 
information  but  the  source  is  out  of  town.  Am  working  on 
it  though. 

5.  Again,  not  sure  of  this  information  at  all  —  but  would 
suggest  call  to  Ted  Stevens  about  it.  App.  0858 
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MEMORANDUM  FOR  GOVERNOR  REAGAN 
BILL  CASEY 
ED  MEESE 
DICK  WIRTHLIN 

FROM:  DICK  ALLEN 

/ 

i 

This  morning  at  10:40  l  had  a  call  from  an  unimpeachable 
source  who  has  received  information  diroctlv  from  ABC  XY /. 

ABC  XYZ  has  said  that  rhe  last  week  of  October  Is  the 
likely  time  for  the  hostages  to  be  released.  He  further  told  the  source 
that  this  could  come  "at  any  moment,  as  a  bolt  out  of  rhe  blue."  To  his 
certain  knowledge,  "the  Iranians  want  to  liquidate  the  crisis,"  ami  do 
not  feel  that  they  must  wait  for  any  "particular  initiative  from  the 
United  States." 

Bani  Sadr  has  been  strengthened  in  recent  weeks, 
particularly  as  a  result  of  the  conduct  of  the  war.  ABC  XYZ  tailed  the 
sources  attention  to  the  story  printed  in  today’s  New  York  Times  on 
page  A-14  ("Iranians  Said  to  Want  Captives  Free")  in  which  Bani  Sadr  is 
quoted  directly  as  wanting  "to  send  the  hostages  home  immediately,  thus 
erasing  what  he  regards  as  the  biggest  single  blot  on  the  record  u! 
Islamic  Iran." 


Regarding  the  matter  of  spare  pat ts  in  exchange  for  the 
hostages,  ABC  XYZ  Indicated  that  the  Administration  had  declared  publicly 
and  privately  that  if  the  hostage  matter  could  be  resolved,  "we  are 
prepared  to  listen  to  any  type  of  relationship  they  raav  want,  ranging 
from  economic  aid  to  the  sale  of  military  spares."  He  added  however, 
that  there  was  no  question  of  selling  the  spares  priof  to  the  release  of 
the  hostages.  j 

The  source  asked  him  if  Iran  is  able  to  get  spares 
clandestinely,  and  ABC  XYZ  responded  that  a  limited  amount  »f  equipment 
is  available  on  the  open  market  including  "shock  absorbers,  batteries, 
pressure  gages,  vacuum  gages  and  other  flight  instruments,  all  the  way 
up  to  parts  for  F-4  Phantom  jets."  However,  there  are  "no  significant 
quantities  available,"  which  ABC  XYZ  indicates  wou  Ld  mean  that  there  are 
"not  enough  to  affect  the  outcome  of  the  war." 

When  asked  about  the  prospect  for  resolution  oi  the  hostage 
crisis,  ABC  XYZ  said  that  "more  and  more  speeches  arc  coming  out  of  Iran 
that  Iran  is  being  held  hostage  by  this  whole  crisis,  and  occ  the  hostages 
themselves."  In  other  words,  he  indicated  chat  the  Admin  i  sc  r  .  1 1  on  feels 
that  some  sort  of  "reality"  is  creeping  into  the  Iranian  leadership  at 
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this  point.'*  When  asked  by  the  source  whether  the  ?  Mine  shon: J  prepare 
to  cover  the  prospect  of  release  on  a  dally  basis,  AdC  XY~  "No, 

you  are  probably  safe  for  this  week  and  maybe  even  next  week.  Surprises 
could  happen  at  the  end  of  the  month." 

This  is  main-line  information.  We  jre  preparing  to  assess 
it*  and  will  attempt  to  keep  you  posted  on  a  moment's  notice  of  any 
changes.  We  will  have  to  be  quite  attentive  to  the  "bull  out  of  the 
blye"  aspect. 
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Nistn.Fm  Wall  Strut 
KXVTORK.  N.  T.  10OOS 

September  3,1980 

Hr.  Jamea  Baker 
Reagan-Bush  Committee 
901  South  Highland  St., 4th  floor 
Arlington,  VA  22204 

Sear  Jim: 

Herb  Cohen  -  the  guy  that  offered  help  on  the  Iranian 
hostage  situation  -  called  me  yesterday  afternoon.  He  says 
that  he  feels  sura  that  if  Reagan  does  not  goof  between  now 
and  the  election  and  is  leading  Carter  by  the  middle  of 
October,  Carter  will  make  a  move  on  Iran.  He  cannot  come 
out  now  and  say  that  Carter  is  going  to  do  something  on 
Iran  in  October  because  he  said  everything  is  a  contingency 
plan  that  is  loose  and  fluid  from  day  to  day.  The  adminis¬ 
tration  would  deny  anything  he  said  at  this  point.  They 
have  several  contingency  plans  which  call  for  different 
types  of  action  but  would  deny  revelation  of  any  of  them  at 
this  point. 

Herb  says,  however,  that  if  he  and  others  in  the  administration 
who  really  care  about  the  country  and  cannot  stand  to  see 
Carter  playing  politics  with  the  hostages,  see  Carter  making 
a  move  to  politicise  the  release  of  the  hostages  he  and  they 
will  come  out  at  that  time  and  expose  him. 

Herb  says  the  Carter  people  do  not  trust  the  State  Department. 
While  Vance  was  still  Secretary  of  State,  Herb  made  a  remark 
that  Vance  would  know  the  answer  to  a  particular  question  and 
Basil  1  ton  Jordan  asked  him,  "What  does  he  know?  He's  only  a 
desk  officer."  They  don't  trust  Muskie  either.  The  only 
people,  according  to  Herb,  who  make  policy  are  Ham  Jordan, 

Jodie  Powell,  Cutler  and  Rosalynn,  together  with  the  President. 
Mondale  is  sort  of  on  the  second  tier  but  not  on  the  inner*  in. 

Herb  has  a  couple  of  reliable  sources  on  the  National  Security 
Council,  about  whom  the  administration  does  not  know, who  can 
keep  him  posted  on  developments. 

Would  you  like  to  meet  him  some  time  in  the  next  few  weeks? 

Be  is  also  willing  to  help  us  evaluate  geopolitical  situations 
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and  to  9 ivo. political  holp  ia  tho  fora  of  uiMtirat  of 
problem  lA^augguting  eolutiona  to  thas.  Bo  la  a  bright 
guy  and  could  bo  quito  helpful*  Z  think. 


Z'U  wait  to  hoar  from  you  if  you  would  liko  to  oea  Barb  to 
discuaa  both  of  thoeo  net ter o. 
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NOTE  FOR  ASD(ISA) 

THRU:  USD(P) 

For  action.  SecDef's  acumen ts  read 
as  follows: 

"Rich:  We  must  stop  this  nonsense. 
Would  you  draft  for  me  a  very  strong 
memo  to  Bud  McFarlane  pointing  out 
this.  All  this  totally  undermines 
our  efforts  to  dry  up  supplies  to 
Iran." 


Oolin  L.  Powell  V 

Major  General ,  USA 
Senior  Military  Assistant 
to  the  Secretary  of  Defense 
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Translation  -  French 


June  1980 

The  Charter  Masters  Company  SA.  in  Paris,  which  specializes  in  arranging  difficult  air 
transport  was  contacted  by  SETI  International  to  settle  a  series  of  light  arms  shipments 
between  Portugal  (the  Alverca  military  air  base)  and  Teheran,  Mehrabad  Airport,  for  the  Office 
of  the  President  of  the  Islamic  Republic  of  Iran  (the  consignee). 

The  operation  concerned  an  initial  series  of  14  consecutive  flights  in  a  Boeing  cargo  707,  and 
was  to  be  followed  by  four  other  series,  i.e.,  a  total  of  70  flights. 

The  supplier:  F.M.C.  Lisbon,  represented  by  Mr.  von  Hajek,  resident  at  Seniis  near  Paris,  had 
entered  into  this  transaction  with  Mr.  Heidari,  acting  as  the  personal  representative  (allegedly) 
of  the  Presidency  of  the  Iranian  Republic.  At  Heidari ’s  recommendation  SETI  had  been  put 
in  charge  of  the  transport  and  coordination  of  the  operation. 

The  Portuguese  weapons  were  to  be  delivered  c  tees,  and  in  no  case  was  the  Iranian 
Army  to  be  notified  about  them. 

Contact  was  made  with  the  Lebanese  company  TMA  (Trans-Mediterranean  Airways)  to  lease 
the  Boeing  707s  and  a  contract  in  principle  was  accepted.  An  initial  deposit  of 50,000  US$  was 
paid  by  Charter  Masters  S  A.  into  TMA’s  account  at  the  Soci6t6  G6n6rale  (offices  in  the  Rue 
Lafayette  in  Paris)  for  deploying  the  first  airplane. 

The  letter  of  credit  for  approximately  200  million  dollars,  it  would  appear,  never  reached  the 
supplier,  who  canceled  the  operation  in  August  1980. 

A  few  months  later . a  question  was  brought  up  in  the  Majlis  Assembly  in  Teheran . 200 

million  dollars  for  purchasing  light  arms  for  the  committees  had  been  transferred  upon 
instructions  from  the  Ayatollah  Rafsanjani  (copies  of  the  documents  had  been  circulated  by 
employees  of  the  Markazi  Bank),  but  the  weapons  in  question  had  still  not  been  delivered. 
Rafsanjani  refused  to  accept  debate  on  this  and  the  matter  was  not  debated. 

A  few  weeks  later,  the  director  of  the  TMA  Company  in  Paris  (Jacques  Raphael)  issued  a  denial 
concerning  any  operations  involving  arms  transport  to  Iran  by  his  company’s  planes. 


July  1980 

The  contacts  between  Heidari  and  several  French  companies,  one  of  which  was  SETI,  were 
concerned  with  a  number  of  civilian  markets,  particularly: 
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Equipment  CATERPILLAR 
GALLION 
FIAT  UNIC 
HILLMAN 
MERCEDES  BENZ 

GENERAL  MOTORS  (railway  equipment) 

and  various  foodstuffs  (frozen  chickens,  meat...)  on  behalf  of  state-owned  companies  in  Iran: 
General  Trade  Company  and  Iran  Meat  Organization. 

Mr.  Heidari  was  adroit  at  presenting  these  markets  as  nearly  a  sure  thing,  which  allowed  him 
to  ask  for  his  commissions  in  advance  and  then  give  preference  to  the  company  who 
commissioned  him.  The  vice-president  general  director  [sic]  of  SETI,  the  principal  stockholder 
in  the  company  thus  personally  took  the  initiative  of  commissioning  Heidari  "a  priori,"  even 
without  any  business  being  done  (50  percent  commission  paid  in  Paris  at  the  Credit  Lyonnais 
des  Champs  felys^es  and  50  percent  in  London  at  the  Barclay  Bank). 

In  return  for  this  commission,  the  SETI  Company  was  conceded  exclusive  rights  to  the  markets 
dealt  with  by  Interparts  in  Iran,  of  which  Heidari  was  (and  still  is)  a  member  of  the  Board  of 
Executives  and  a  minority  stockholder. 

The  commissions  collected  by  Heidari  were  strictly  personal  and  were  not  taken  into  account 
by  the  company  in  Teheran. 

August  1980 

The  general  director  of  Interparts  Corp.,  Karim  Minachi,  came  to  Paris  to  discuss  possible 
contracts  and  to  ratify  new  agreements  with  SETI  Int. 

From  the  very  first  meeting,  face-to-face  with  Minachi,  various  questions  were  touched  on 
concerning  the  military  sectors  and  relatively  precise  information  was  communicated  regarding 
the  needs  of  the  Iranian  armed  forces. 

A  first,  rather  general,  proposal  was  formulated  concerning  aeronautical  equipment 
(components  for  the  F4,  F5,  and  F14),  transmission  and  surveillance  (field  radar),  and 
instructors  who  could  take  care  of  training  Iranian  specialists  in  this  equipment. 

It  is  to  be  noted  that  at  these  meeting  only  Heidari  spoke;  the  discussions  were  held  in  French, 
and  his  partner,  Minachi,  had  to  be  content  with  rapid  asides  in  Farsi  which  were  given 
generously. 

Following  the  proposal  formulated  by  Heidari  regarding  finding  specialists  in  aeronautics  and 
broadcasting,  an  initial  contact  was  made  with  a  specialist  in  this  kind  of  operation,  enjoying 
the  confidence  of  the  French  [special]  services:  Roger  Faulques,  just  back  from  a  mission  to 
Saudi  Arabia.  Roger  Faulques  is  considered  a  super-mercenary  who  undertakes  recruitment 
and  training  of  military  or  paramilitary  forces  (v.  Biafra). 

A  provisory  agreement  was  drawn  up  subject  to  an  examination  of  the  financial  and  technical 
conditions  and  a  tacite  agreement  with  the  French  [special]  services. 
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-  THE  FINANCIAL  CONDITIONS 

These  were  not  really  discussed,  as  Heidari  had  just  suffered  a  setback  after  having  attempted 
to  do  some  recruiting  in  the  Marseilles  underworld... and  contemplating  an  improbable  solution 
suggested  to  him  by  his  Marseilles  contacts:  payment  of  mercenaries  for  shiploads  of  opium. 
Apparently  the  m^jor  reason  for  this  setback  was  the  complete  lack  of  a  "technical  profile"  for 
the  specialists,  making  any  kind  of  "contract"  for  technical  assistance  completely  preposterous. 
Roger  Faulques  has  done  a  preliminary  study  on  the  technical  and  social  environment  (living 
conditions)  for  such  an  operation. 


.  THE  technical  conditions 

Roger  Faulques  asked  for  an  up-to-date  inventory  of  the  deficiencies  and  immediate  needs  of 
the  Iranian  armed  forces.  According  to  Heidari  it  would  be  impossible  to  draw  up  an  inventory 
of  this  sort,  as  the  stockpiles  for  the  Iranian  armies  had  been  kept  on  computer  and  the 
programs  along  with  the  programmers  had  vanished.  Only  with  the  intervention  of  specialists 
could  a  statement  of  needs  be  drawn  up  and  thus  the  indispensable  technical  measures  put  into 
immediate  action. 

Heidari  then  insisted  that  the  technicians  to  be  sent  to  Iran  be  French  citizens,  to  which  it  was 
replied  that,  aside  from  a  few  technical  sectors  under  French  influence,  the  recruits  would  be 
essentially  Belgian,  Dutch,  and  German,  NATO-trained  on  the  same  equipment  used  in  Iran. 

Recruitment  posed  no  mqjor  problems,  and  a  figure  of  60,000  USS  per  month  and  per 
specialists  for  non-stop  period  of  three  months  (one  month  off  between  each  three-month 
period)  was  announced.  This  sum  was  to  be  paid  to  the  recruiter  (and  a  commission  paid  back 
to  Heidari). 

AGREEMENT  OF  THE  FRENCH  SERVICES 

The  head  of  the  action  section  of  the  SDECE  [^Service  de  documentation  extirieurc  et  de 
Contone  Espionnage  *  Foreign  Documentation  and  Counterespionage  Service],  de  Marolles  has 
been  asked  to  give  a  green  light  [to  all  of  this].  The  tacit  agreement  was  handed  over  at  de 
Marolles’s  home  near  Bordeaux  in  early  September  1980  to  an  agent  (eat-chef  d’eecaie  for  Air 
France  and  SDECE  trainee),  Pierre  Gaudinat,  working  free-lace  for  Charter  Blasters  SA  and 
recommended  by  SETI  and  Roger  Faulques  for  this  operation. 

The  agreement  was  of  course  accompanied  by  the  usual  restrictions:  no  diplomatic  cover,  sole 
responsibility  of  Roger  Faulques,  systematically  informing  the  French  services,  and  the  right 
to  veto  operations  exceeding  the  strict  boundaries  of  technical  assistance. 

It  was  thus  agreed,  following  these  various  discussions,  that  no  serious  work  could  be  done  in 
Iran  without  a  preliminary  study  of  the  situation  by  a  mission  composed  of  high-level 
specialists. 

The  organisation  of  such  a  mission  and  the  final  agreement  of  the  Iranian  authorities  were  to 
be  finalised  when  U.  De  Loreilhe,  Jacques  Montanes,  and  Pierre  Gaudinat  moved  to  Teheran 


App.  0918 


CRS-4 


in  late  August  of  1980.  The  first  two  were  to  deal  with  civilian  contracts,  the  last  was  to 
coordinate  the  military  aspect  of  operations. 

At  the  same  time,  a  search  was  undertaken  for  the  equipment  requested  by  the  Iranian  armed 
forces,  particularly  for  anything  in  the  aeronautical  sector,  in  Panama,  using  as  go-between  a 
company  owing  allegiance  to  Israel  (the  name  is  not  yet  known,  but  the  director  is  Israel 
Koshen  in  Panama),  which  was  able  right  then  and  there  to  supply  F4/F5  engines  and  Bell 
Cobra  209  helicopters  (about  50)  as  well  as  the  corresponding  spare  parts. 

The  information  supplied  by  this  company,  taken  all  in  all,  leads  one  to  surmise  that  in  Latin 
America  it  was  most  particularly  in  charge  of  Israeli  army  surplus  (offer  of  2000  Sam  7s, 
Sherman  tanks,  Israeli  KFIR  planes.. .and  not  having  interested  the  Iranians. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  company  located  in  Monaco:  SICAM  (19  boulevard  de  Suisse)  and 
recommended  by  a  French  colonel,  a  former  SDECE  official,  affiliated  with  the  DST 
[presumably  the  Direction  de  la  Stcunti  du  Territoire  =  Regional  Security  Administration], 
had  assured  the  SETI  mission  that  it  could  supply  nearly  the  total  needs  of  the  Iranian  Army, 
and,  for  purposes  of  reference,  noted  the  markets  it  had  dealt  with  for  the  armies  of  Zaire  and 
Morocco. 


SEPTEMBER  1980 


THE  SETI  MISSION  IN  ULAN 

At  the  official  invitation  of  Interparts,  which  was  paying  all  the  expenses,  and  the  Ministry  of 
Roads  and  Transports  (Mr.  Kalandi),  and  after  various  postponements  from  Heidari...(who  had 
unfortunately  not  been  able  to  take  the  same  flight  because  of  urgent  matters  relating  to  spot 
contracts  for  National  Iran  Oil  Corp.  being  negotiated  at  Paris).  The  mission  left  September 
14,  1980  for  Teheran. 

Welcomed  to  Teheran  by  Minachi  and  lodged  at  the  Teheran  Hyatt. 

The  first  contacts  set  up  by  Minachi  with  the  various  services  in  the  Ministry  of  Roads  and 
Transports  dealt  with  bringing  in  equipment  made  by  Caterpillar,  Gallion,  Fiat  Unic,  and 
General  Motors  Railways  Diesel  Equipment. 

Negotiations  were  relatively  difficult  because  unexpected  competition  arose  systematically  [sic]. 
The  competing  companies,  upon  investigation,  proved  to  be  largely  companies  founded  by 
expatriate  Iranians  or  their  figureheads,  who  had  the  benefit  of  privileged  information...(ex 
Kinco,  Europe,  BV  in  Holland,  and  T+T  in  Basel,...) 

Finally,  after  long  discussions,  a  single  civilian  contract  was  signed  for  supplying  a  company 
set  up  just  for  the  purpose  by  Yves  de  Loreilhe:  Produits  et  Matures  Sari  in  Paris,  for  General 
Motors  Diesel  locomotive  spare  parts  valued  at  5.7  million  US$. 
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Heidari  got  to  Teheran  just  before  the  hostilities  with  Iraq  began,  and  one  of  his  first  concerns 
was,  of  course,  to  exploit  an  extraordinary  situation  within  the  Iranian  Army: 

-  the  disorganization  of  military  supply  services  due  to  the  departure  of  foreign  advisors  and 
the  purges  of  army  officers. 

.  a  50  percent  reduction  in  civilian  budgets  for  transfer  to  the  Ministry  of  Defense. 

•  an  economic  and  technical  embargo  preventing  Iranian  companies  from  purchasing  materials 
necessary  to  the  national  defense  directly. 

-  sealing  of  the  borders,  which,  during  the  initial  weeks  of  the  war,  prevented  foreign  suppliers 
circumventing  or  not  applying  the  embargo  from  coming  to  offer  their  goods  and  services. 

Profiting  from  the  presence  in  Interparts  offices  in  Teheran  of  agents  from  the  European 
companies  SETI  and  Charter  Masters,  who  were  capable  of  supplying  or  transporting  the 
equipment  needed  for  Iran’s  national  defense.  Heidari  immediately  contacted  his  friends  and 
relations  in  the  Iranian  Army  (Colonel  Hatami.  especially)  to  make  offers  of  his  services. 

An  audience  with  the  Ministry  of  Defense  (Colonel  Fakuri)  was  obtained  almost  immediately, 
and,  in  the  course  of  this  audience,  it  was  decided  to  hold  a  general  meeting  with  all  the 
procurement  services  of  the  Iranian  armed  forces,  under  the  direction  of  the  "chief  logistical 
command"  [sic.  In  English  in  original  -  TRANS],  who  was  at  the  time  Colonel  Hatami.  An 
offer  was  mentioned  whereby  foreign  specialists  would  be  made  available,  but  this  was 
considered  premature  by  Colonel  Fakuri. 

Three  days  later,  a  non-stop  workday  brought  Iranian  Air  Force,  Navy,  and  Ground  Forces 
specialists  together  with  representatives  of  the  SETI-Interparts  delegation. 

It  should  be  noted  that  each  branch  came  accompanied  by  a  "political  commissar,"  who  did  not 
take  part  in  the  discussions  themselves,  noted  down  all  comments  by  the  representatives  of  the 
Iranian  Army. 

By  day’s  end  an  exhaustive  list  of  initial  needs  had  been  drawn  up.  Once  again,  the  urgency 
of  these  needs  was  emphasized: 

•  AERONAUTICAL  EQUIPMENT 

-  pneumatic  F4/F5/F14  spare  parts. 

-  spare  parts  for  Bell  (204,  206,  209,  212)  Sykorski  helicopters... 

•  an  urgent  maintenance  contract  for  engines  and  engine  components  which  were  unusable  by 
Iranian  Aircraft  Industries  after  the  shut  down  of  Bells  assembly  line  at  Ispahan. 

-  Avionics  and  electronic  components  (the  majority  equipment  by  Collins  for  the  units). 

RADAR  AND  BROADCASTING  EQUIPMENT 

•  Held  radar  (mobile  units) 

-  radio  transmitters,  all  frequencies  (field  transmitters) 

-  radio  scramblers  (Israeli  equipment  already  used  by  Iranian  forces). 
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-  spare  parts,  equipment  of  largely  British  make  (Plessey,  Marconi  U.K.) 


VARIOUS  EQUIPMENT  FOR  THE  NAVY 

-  spare  parts  for  a  French  torpedo  ship  (combat)  as  well  as  ship  of  the  same  type  as  those 
blockaded  in  Cherbourg  during  the  general  Franco-lranian  dispute. 

•  munitions  (Bofors) 

-  depth  mines  (in  considerable  quantities,  probably  for  mining  the  Straits  of  Ormuz.) 

-  material  for  camouflage  (large  quantities). 

-  EQUIPMENT  FOR  THE  GROUND  FORCES 

-  transport  vehicles  and  spare  part  (large  proportion  of  Soviet  equipment) 

-  spare  parts,  mortars  (TAMPELA  -  Israeli  equipment) 

-  engines  and  spare  parts  for  armored  vehicles  (noted  as  extremely  urgent),  particularly  for 
reconnaissance  vehicles  of  type  Scorpio  as  well  as  for  Chieftain  and  m60  tanks. 

All  their  stated  needs,  presented  very  schematically  above,  amounted  to  several  billion  dollars 
and  the  SETI/Interparts  delegation  was  assured  of  numerous  and  large  orders  whose  value  was 
to  be  progressive  as  a  function  of  the  possibility  of  shipment. 

The  first  schema  announced  amounted  to  6  million  US$ 

then  12 
"  30  '  " 

80 

And  after  these  four  stages  had  been  successfully  passed,  there  was  to  be  no  limit. 


October  80 


SETI  TRANSACTION 

After  a  superficial  study  of  their  needs,  it  was  decided  to  try  a  test  on  the  most  urgently  needed 
equipment:  the  engines  for  the  armored  vehicles:  contact  was  made  with  the  SICAM  Company 
in  Monaco  through  the  SETI  offices  in  Paris  for 

-  50  J  60  engines  for  Scorpio  vehicles 

-  18  MK  8A  engines  for  Chieftain  tanks  [handwritten:  invoice  00133] 

The  SICAM  Company  answered  loud  and  clear:  total  time  required  would  be  17  days  for  all 
the  Scorpio  engines,  strong  possibility  of  getting  the  Chieftain  engines  in  the  same  time  span, 
but  no  definite  commitment  as  to  price  or  date. 

Under  pressure  from  Heidari  a  pro-forma  invoice  was  presented  to  the  army  for  approval:  the 
delivery  time  for  the  Scorpios  was  brought  down  from  17  to  12  days  (taking  into  account  the 
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five  days  estimated  necessary  for  transferring  the  funds  from  Iran,  the  shipping  time  for  the 
suppliers  as  of  the  data  of  order  and  for  the  client  as  of  the  date  the  funds  are  received.) 

The  impasse  occurred  over  the  MK8A  Chieftain  engines,  as  Heidari  was  sure  of  getting  the 
necessary  agreements  in  case  of  changes.  For  this  reason  approximate  rates  and  shipping  times 
were  fixed  in  the  invoice,  but  with  a  provisory  agreement  for  adjustments  if  necessary. 

The  purchase  price  of  the  Scorpio  engines  was  UK£8,205,  FOB  UK,  plus  a  cost  of  £400  per 
engine  for  the  end-user  certificate  supplied  by  a  country  willing  to  cover  the  transaction  for 
Iran  (standard  procedure  in  sales  of  strategic  materials,  the  buyer  agrees  not  to  resell  the 
material). 

The  profits  from  the  Scorpio  engine  operation  thus  came  to: 
average  exchange  rate  US$/UK£  in  October,  1980:  80:2.20 


8205  engine  UK£  x  2.20  =  US$  18.061 

E/U  certificate  400  UK£  x  2.20  =  880 

Shipping  220  UK£x  2.20  =  484 

UK  -  Continental  Europe  - 

COST  US$  19,415 

SALE  PRICE  US$  44,777 

i.e.  a  profit  of  US$  25,362  per  engine,  and  an  total  of  1,268,100  for  50  engines. 

The  SETI  pro-forma  invoice  No.  00133  [handwritten  above  this  number  is  another  number: 
3.420.058]  dated  October  5,  1980  was  approved  by  the  army,  the  transfer  of  funds  requested 
to  the  Markazi  Bank  by  order  of  "Logistical  Command,"  from  the  Ground  Forces  budget. 

For  practical  reasons,  in  view  of  the  political  atmosphere  in  Iran  at  the  time,  the  SETI 
Company  asked  that  the  funds  be  transferred  to  one  of  its  correspondent  banks  in  Switzerland, 
so  as  to  benefit  from  the  greater  flexibility  and  discretion  of  Swiss  banks,  particularly  as 
pertains  to  payments  of  commissions. 

Faced  with  the  reservations  expressed  by  the  president  of  the  Central  Bank,  Ali  Reza  Nowbari, 
about  transferring  the  sum  on  the  invoice  without  sufficient  guarantees  and  to  a  Swiss 
account,  the  Vice-President  General  Director  of  SETI  sent  him  a  warning  by  telex  with  a  copy 
to  the  Ministry  of  Defense  (see  document  30). 

Ali  Reza  Nowbari,  then  proceeded  on  the  authority  of  the  Ministry  of  Defense  to  transfer  the 
funds,  but  he  also  proceeded  to  revoke  Yves  de  Loreilhe’s  and  Jacques  Montanes’s  passports 
and  prohibited  Messrs.  Heidari  and  Minachi  from  leaving  Iranian  territory  until  the 
transaction  was  complete.  The  president  of  the  Central  Bank  indicated  in  passing  his  interest 
in  this  type  of  transaction  and  let  it  be  clearly  understood  that  they  would  broadly  facilitated 
if  they  were  initiated  by  his  middleman. 
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The  funds  reached  Zurich  on  October  11  via  transfer  from  the  Markazi  Bank's  account  at  the 
BNP  in  Paris.  One  of  SETI's  representatives  went  immediately  to  Zurich  accompanied  by  a 
SICAM  official  in  order  to  set  up  payment  for  the  British  suppliers. 

Since  SICAM  did  not  want  to  reveal  its  "middlemen,”  an  initial  transfer  of  UK£100,000  was 
paid  to  Alvis  Limited,  the  real  supplier  of  the  Scorpio  engines.  The  transfer  represented  30 
percent  of  the  total  value  of  the  order,  the  remaining  to  be  paid  upon  delivery,  17  days  later 
at  the  most.  A  supplementary  amount  of  UK£  20,000  was  paid  to  SICAM  for  having  obtained 
an  "end  user  certificate." 

The  British  code  name  for  this  operation  was  Pharaoh,  because  of  the  contract  between  SICAM 
middlemen  and  the  Egyptian  Ministry  of  Defense  for  supplying  Scorpio  engines.  It  was  from 
this  contract  that  the  50  engines  for  Iran  were  to  be  diverted. 

Once  the  30  percent  deposit  had  been  made,  the  situation  began  to  deteriorate:  the  time  limits 
turned  out  to  be  much  less  exact,  prices  changed  (higher,  of  course),  and  the  Chieftain  engines 
were  in  the  end  impossible  to  get. 

To  cancel  the  order  would  have  irrevocably  entailed  the  loss  of  the  deposit  and  all  the  money 
already  paid  out  to  SICAM. 

In  the  meantime,  Heidari  had  obtained  a  replacement  for  the  exchange  value  of  18  Chieftain 
engines  by  other  equipment  of  interest  to  the  Iranian  Defense  Department: 

F4/F5  tires 

Spare  parts  for  M60/M48  tank  engines 
Field  batteries  for  transmissions . 

•  SICAM  then  proceeded  to  purchase  equipment  for  M60/M4S  engines  to  replace  the  Chieftain 
engines  that  they  had  been  unable  to  supply.  Their  principal  supplier  was  D.S.D.P.  in  Milan, 
Alberto  Ghiraldi,  an  authorized  dealer  for  the  Italian  armed  forces. 

-  SET!  set  up  contacts  with  the  Israeli  diplomatic  representatives  in  Paris.  Israel  was 
immediately  interested,  which  was  at  first  expressed  by  an  agreement  in  principle  to  supply 
all  the  equipment  possible  under  the  condition  that  a  meeting  be  organized  with  Iranian 
interlocutors  accredited  by  their  government. 

And  so,  the  complete  list  of  the  immediate  needs  of  the  Iranian  Army  was  put  in  the  hands  of 
an  Israeli  diplomat  in  Paris. 

There  was  a  telephone  contact  between  Heidari  and  someone  called  "Alain"  in  Paris.  This 
contact  was  set  up  outside  the  embassy  at  a  neutral  number,  and  was  not  later  pursued. 

A  quick  investigation  by  acquaintances  of  Heidari  brought  out  that  the  telephone  number 
indicated  was  that  of  an  apartment  occupied  by  an  Israeli  diplomat  in  Paris. 

Nevertheless,  at  the  time  of  this  solitary  telephone  contact,  Heidari  had  given  his  verbal  assent 
to  his  Israeli  interlocutor  to  set  up  a  meeting  in  Paris  if  the  Israelis  showed  their  good  will  by 
making  significant  deliveries  of  equipment. 
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•  because  of  the  proximity  of  the  first  flight,  a  transfer  of  US$  250,000  was  made  October  21, 
1980  to  the  purchasing  mission  of  the  Israeli  government,  followed  on  the  23rd  of  October  by 
a  new  transfer  of  US$80,000.  The  transaction  was  supposed  to  have  to  do  with  F4  tires  and 
spare  parts  for  TAMPELA  mortars,  but  details  were  not  yet  available. 

At  the  same  time  a  caravel  owned  by  Aerotour,  a  French  company  was  chartered  to  pick  of  the 
Israeli  equipment  in  Tel  Aviv  (usd  41  977.63,  October  23,  1980.) 

This  plane  flew  from  Paris  to  Bastia  while  waiting  for  the  green  light  from  Israel,  and  then 
from  Bastia  to  Tel  Aviv,  where,  contrary  to  the  provisions,  the  Israeli  services  only  gave  them 
F4  retreads  and  no  other  equipment... 

Loaded  with  250  retreaded  tires  the  caravel  landed  at  Nimes  on  October  23,  where  the  cargo 
was  loaded  on  to  a  DC8.63  belonging  to  the  Cargolux  Company,  registered  TF  CCV,  chartered 
by  SETI  for  US$85,000  (over  and  above  maintenance  and  fuel  costs). 

Flight  authorizations  were  obtained  with  the  help  of  the  Iranair  Company,  and  the  flight  was 
carried  out  under  flight  number  Iranair  999.  [handwritten:  document  28] 

LOADED  ON  BOARD  THIS  PLANE  WERE  THE  FOLLOWING: 

•  F4  tires  from  Israel 

•  M60  spare  parts  brought  from  Italy  by  truck  and  supplied  by  the  DSDP  in  Milan 

•  A  sample  M48  engine  (presumed  diesel)  brought  from  Milan  by  truck  (DSDP) 

•  PRC  77  batteries  for  radios  (1000)  bought  in  Spain  (dealer  was  Tudor). 

•  One  J60  engine  for  Scorpio.  The  SICAM  Company  proved  to  be  incapable  of  supplying 
the  engines  within  the  required  time  frame,  but  benefltting  from  the  extreme  tension 
prevailing  in  Teheran  in  the  end  managed  to  bring  a  J60  engine,  not  in  the  contract, 
at  a  cost  of  $78,338.25,  giving  the  improbable  excuse  that  the  engine  had  been  stolen 
by  a  British  test  pilot  at  the  ALVIS  factory,  then  transported  by  helicopter  to  an  airport 
on  the  border  where  a  DC3  took  it  off  to  Nimes. 

•  A  sample  M60  engine  (AVDS  1790  A2),  intended  for  this  flight  had  been  stopped  at  the 
border  and  could  not  be  shipped  out. 

Jacques  Masson,  the  director  of  SICAM,  anxious  to  explain  SICAM’s  standpoint,  had  taken  a 
seat  aboard  the  CARGOLUX  flight  to  Teheran. 

The  flight  documents  had  been  amended  for  customs  and  for  purposes  of  discretion,  and  so 
other  kinds  of  merchandise  were  listed  on  them. 

Faced  with  the  difficulties  being  encountered  by  the  SICAM  Company,  SETI  turned  to  smother 
dealer  that  it  knew,  Horst  von  Hajak  (introduced  to  them  by  Heidari),  and  in  view  of  the 
assurances  given  by  the  latter,  had  transferred  initially  nearly  $700,000  for  delivery  of  35  J60 
engines,  SICAM  having  to  send  15  engines,  representing  the  amount  of  the  deposit. 

Von  Hsjek  received  the  transfer  of  funds  without  any  co-signature  by  revealing  his  privileged 
relations  with  P.R.B.,  the  Belgian  company,  whose  agent  he  was,  apparently. 

When  SICAM  learned  that  their  order  had  been  transferred  to  Von  Hajek,  they 
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•  refused  to  change  the  deposit  for  50  engines  into  a  firm  purchase  of  15  engines, 

-  made  an  anonymous  report  to  the  PRB  Company  in  Belgium  advising  them  that  the 
equipment  was  bound  for  Iran. 

Von  Hajak  assured  SETI-Pans  at  this  time  that  the  engines  were  available  in  Great  Britain, 
thanks  to  the  intervention  of  a  personal  friend,  Mr.  Lee,  one  of  the  very  highest  level  officials 
at  the  British  Defense  Ministry.  Mr.  Lee’s  good  will  was  estimated  to  be  worth  £45,000,  which 
were  paid  out  immediately. 

And  so,  by  the  end  of  October  there  were: 

•  50  J60  engines  ordered  from  SICAM  with  no  possibility  of  cancellation. 

-  35  J60  motors  paid  for  to  Von  Hajek  with  no  guarantee  of  delivery 

-  18  MK8  A  engines,  still  not  to  be  found  anywhere,  but  whose  value  had  been  replaced  by 
shipments  of  other  equipment. 

HEIDAlU  had  then  guaranteed  delivery  sale  of  35  surplus  engines  under  the  condition  and 
SETI  pay  a  supplemental  commission. 

The  SICAM  Company  then  seized  the  initiative  and  proposed  sending  dealers  to  Teheran  who 
could  put  the  Iranian  authorities’  minds  at  rest  concerning  their  capabilities  [of  delivering  the 
goods]  and  led  by  an  Italian  general:  General  Merli,  who  was  confident  that  he  could  get 
access  to  the  stockpiles  of  NATO  materiel  for  the  Iranians. 

SETI  gave  its  consent  and  leased  a  Lear  Jet  35  from  Nice  to  Teheran  to  carry: 

Mr.  Ghiraldi:  General  Director  of  the  DSDP 

Mr.  Eilo:  DSDP  engineer  responsible  for  studying  how  to  adapt  M48  and  M60  engines  to 
Chieftain  tanks. 

Mr.  Thierry:  legal  counsellor  to  SICAM  (resident  in  Marseilles) 

General  Merli 

General  Merli  and  DSDP  had  demanded  a  $50,000  security  deposit  for  the  risks  involved 
(which  was  never  paid  back). 

Ali  Reza  Nowbari  picked  up  General  Merli  when  he  arrived  at  the  Mehrabad  Airport  and  a 
meeting  was  immediately  set  up  in  the  office  of  the  Defense  Minister  (not  there,  detained  on 
the  front)  with  various  deputy  ministers.  However,  no  definite  agreement  could  be  reached. 

The  delegation  left  again  the  next  day  accompanied  by  Jacques  Masson,  after  having  received 
fervent  promises  of  contracts,  particularly  for: 

-  M60  Tanks  (possibly  three  platoons) 

•  MOO  engines  (50  engines)  and  spare  parts 

•  Recoiler  Rifles  106  M/M  (250) 
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On  the  other  hand,  soundings  had  been  made  for  the  support  of  the  French  authorities, 
particularly  as  regards  supplies  of  French  materiel,  and  a  favorable  echo  had  been  received. 

Some  key  French  figures,  General  Caillaux,  General  Lacaze,...  had  their  unofficial  support 
conveyed  to  Nowbari,  making  themselves  freely  available  to  him  by  direct  telephone  so  as  to 
attest  French  good  will.  (See  telex  dated  October  8). 

NOVEMBER  1980 

The  problem  with  the  J60  engines  was  to  be  taken  care  of  by  Masson  when  he  arrived  in 
Europe,...  It  wasn’t.  There  was  an  initial  shipment  of  only  nine  engines  to  the  Madrid  Airport 
Bqjaras  in  early  November.  This  shipment  was  accompanied  by: 

-  a  £725  increase  in  the  price  of  each  engine 

•  a  15  percent  VAT,  amounting  to  £1340  per  engine  [handwritten:  document  26] 

In  other  words,  an  overall  increase  of  $4500  for  each  engine  with  no  real  justification. 

Moreover,  SICAM  was  unable  to  give  any  precise  date  when  the  remainder  of  the  engines 
would  be  available. 

On  November  12, 1980  SETI  paid  Von  Hqjek  the  sum  of  $97,725  for  five  additional  J60  engines 
(payment  still  made  with  no  guarantee). 

The  sum  total  of  engines  completely  paid  for  then  rose  to  50. 

1  on  the  initial  SICAM  flight,  delivered  to  Teheran. 

9  delivered  to  Madrid  (SICAM)  in  expectation  of  an  Iranair  charter. 

40  completely  paid  for  to  Von  Hajek  -  delivery  expected. 

After  this  date,  contact  was  nearly  broken  off  completely  with  Von  Hajek,  who  appeared  only 
rarely  at  his  residence  in  France. 

In  order  to  clarify  the  SICAM  situation  and,  in  a  joint  decision  with  Heidari,  it  was  decided  to 
trace  the  SICAM  network  all  the  way  back  to  "Pharaoh."  This  latter  turned  out  to  be  the 
Kofer  Holding  Ltd.,  in  Great  Britain,  in  the  person  of  J.H.Smalley,  who  consented  to  speak 
directly  with  Heidari  (SETI  preferring  not  to  compromise  the  money  paid  to  SICAM). 

In  late  November  1980,  a  shipment  of  to  J60  engines  was  made  to  Madrid  from  London  in 
order  to  avoid  a  new  abuse  of  the  SICAM  Company.  Payment  was  made  by  certified  bank 
check  upon  delivery  in  Madrid  to  J  .H.  Smalley,  in  the  company  of  J.  Masson  of  SICAM,  who 
had  travelled  aboard  a  Boeing  737  chartered  for  this  transport. 

Suddenly  von  Hqjek  resurfaced  with  the  news  that  he  could  deliver  10  J60  engines,  but  not 
included  in  the  "contract,"  the  remaining  40,  already  paid  for,  were  to  follow  on  December  15. 
SETI  thus  had  to  finance  an  additional  10  engines. 
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And  so  the  total  number  of  J60  engines  bought  by  SET1  went  up  to  100,  just  to  be  able  to 
deliver  50  of  them,  although  Heidari  was  sure  he  could  get  a  purchase  agreement  from  the 
army  for  the  extra  50  engines. 

The  profits  from  the  operation,  entirely  paid  for  by  the  initial  transfer  from  the  Markazi  Bank, 
rose  theoretically  to  more  than  two  million  dollars. 

Von  Hajek’s  10  engines  "not  included  in  the  contract"  were  nevertheless  the  reason  for  an 
additional,  last-minute  bit  of  blackmail  ($30,000)  to  put  an  immediate  stop  to  an  investigation 
by  the  British  services  of  the  Ministry  of  Defense  on  prohibited  exports  of  J60  engines  to  Iran. 
The  engines  were  nevertheless  delivered  in  Madrid  on  board  a  regular  Iberia  Airlines  DC  10 
flight  London/Madrid.  The  cases  were  labelled:  FMC  Lisbon. 

Two  Boeing  707s  chartered  from  Iranair  flew  from  Madrid  (early  November,  early  December) 

Kofer's  and  Von  Hajek’s  engines  were  deposited  with  a  forwarding  agent  in  Madrid  who  sent 
the  shipping  documentation  to  the  final  destination.  The  formula  was  quite  simple: 
merchandise  and  its  documentation  headed  for  Egypt  had  an  Iranair  ticket  for  Cairo  from 
Madrid  via  Teheran,  as  if  there  were  no  air  service  (or  relations)  between  Teheran  and  Cairo, 
and  after  notification  of  Iranair  at  Mehrabad,  the  merchandise  was  automatically  sent  to  the 
Iranian  Army. 

The  overall  situation  was,  however,  not  encouraging.  All  the  profits  after  payment  of  the 
commissions  Heidari  had  demanded  had  gone  to  dishonest  and  defaulting  suppliers.  SICAM 
had  collected  nearly  $400,000  by  overbilling  and  refused  to  reimburse  these  ill-gotten  sums  in 
spite  of  Heidari ’s  intervention  and  that  of  the  Iranian  Embassy  in  Paris.  Von  Hqjek  had 
disappeared  with  one  million  dollars  and  was  now  located  in  Miami. 

Heidari  contacted  one  of  his  acquaintances  in  the  Paris  underground,  a  certain  Monsieur 
Michael,  well-known  by  the  police  and  considered  a  killer  by  Police  Commissioner  Foil,  in  order 
to  study  the  possibility  of  using  more  persuasive  means  to  recover  these  funds.  He  intended, 
of  course,  to  retrieve  the  money  for  himself,  rather  than  his  partners  or  associates. 

Elsewhere,  on  November  12,  1980  an  official  request  was  transmitted  to  the  French 
Ambassador  in  Teheran,  Mr.  Georgi,  relating  to  supplying  Iran  with  military  equipment.  This 
request  was  paired  with  several  Iranian  proposals  as  the  a  favorable  settlement  of  the  Franco- 
Iranian  dispute  and  the  awarding  of  some  very  big  contracts  (rebuilding  the  petroleum  plants 
after  the  war,  for  instance). 

Heidari  gave  an  account  to  the  Ambassador  and  the  Military  Advisor  at  the  French  Embassy 
of  the  facilities  he  could  have  from  Bani  Sadr  and  which  he  could  put  at  the  disposal  of  the 
French  diplomatic  representatives  in  Iran. 

The  ambassador  gave  first  a  pro-temp  response  and  then  one  in  the  negative  because  of  the 
diplomatic  situation  and  the  American  hostages  in  Iran,  after  consultation  with  the  French 
government  about  15  days  after  the  offer. 

At  the  same  time  various  contacts  were  being  set  up  at  Heidari’s  initiative  with  possible 
suppliers  of  strategic  equipment.  One  of  these  was  a  certain  Sarabki,  introduced  as  a 
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privileged  arms  supplier  to  Saudi  Arabia  and  a  permanent  resident  of  the  Hdtel  Georges  V  in 
Paris.  These  contacts  dealt  largely  with  satisfying  the  Air  Force’s  extremely  urgent  need  for 
spare  parts  and  electronic  material.  Sarabki  would  not  accept  an  exchange  by  telex  or 
telephone;  he  wanted  a  physical  contract  exclusively. 

DECEMBER  1980 

When  the  contract  with  SETI  was  due  to  expire,  and  in  spite  of  numerous  difficulties,  some 
equipment  actively  sought  by  Iran  had  been  delivered,  a  new  contract  was  being  considered. 
Heidari  began  via  telex  exchanges  with  SICAM  and  others,  to  put  together  a  dossier  concerning 
the  possible  supplying  of  other  strategic  materials  (F4s  blockaded  in  Israel,  Torpedo-ships  in 
Cherbourg,  spare  parts  for  Bell  helicopters  in  Milan...)  so  that  he  could  have  a  mission  from 
the  Ministry  of  Defense  conferred  on  himself. 

Heidari  was  also  in  regular  contact  with  Ali  Reza  Nowbari.  A  proposal  by  the  chairman  to  buy 
up  a  majority  of  INTERPARTS  by  proxy  had  been  rejected  by  Minachi.  This  proposal  was  tied 
in  with  the  immediate  transfer  of  200  to  300  million  dollars  for  theoretical  arms  purchas¬ 
es. ..The  directors  of  INTERPARTS  were  to  leave  Iran,  equipped  with  safe-conduct  passes,  to 
cede  back  80  percent  of  the  sums  transferred  and  rebuild  their  lives  with  the  rest. 

A  complaint  from  "Logistical  Command"  relating  to  the  SETI  contract  reached  INTERPARTS: 
The  M48  engine  supplied  by  DSDP  was  not  in  conformity  [with  specifications,  presumably], 
the  parts  for  the  M60  engines  were  too  expensive. .A.  $200,000  reimbursement  was  demanded 
from  SETI.  Which  Heidari  commuted  into  five  additional  J60  engines,  delivered  gratis.  This 
verbal  agreement  was  obtained,  it  appears,  from  General  Farivar.  There  were  no  witnesses. 

These  five  engines  were  to  be  subtracted  from  the  delivery  expected  from  Von  Hqjek,  who  had 
disappeared.  In  order  to  settle  this  dispute,  Heidari  obtained  from  the  Ministry  of  Defense  and 
the  Markazi  Bank  permission  for  one  of  the  two  Frenchmen  detained  in  Iran  for  this  contract 
to  return  to  France.  Y.  de  Loreilhe,  in  charge  of  the  funding,  and  confident  of  being  able  to 
settle  the  financial  difficulties,  was  thus  able  to  leave  Iran  on  December  19  980.. ..four  days 
after  Heidari  had  received  his  orders  [for  the  mission]  from  the  Defense  Ministry. 

Looking  at  the  facts,  it  would  appear  that  Heidari  had  very  probably  manipulated  Loreilhe’s 
release  so  that  he  could  use  him  to  get  back: 

-  the  reimbursements  expected  from  SICAM 

-  the  return  of  the  funds  given  Von  Hajek 

~  the  commission  for  the  contract  signed  with  the  Iranian  State  Railways.. 

A  contract  amounting  to  about  80  million  dollars  was  negotiated  before  Heidari fs  departure. 
The  agreement  in  principle  was  given  by  the  Ministry  of  Defense  and  the  details  were  discussed 
with  General  Farivar. 

This  contract  was  based  on  urgent  needs  transmitted  by  "Logistical  Command,"  and 
corresponded  to  a  strategic  maneuver  planned  for  the  front  by  the  ground  army. 

Quantities  and  prices  of  the  equipment  were  listed  with  no  research  into  available  stockpiles 
or  as  a  function  of  the  lowest  reference  prices  on  the  market. 
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The  beneficiary  of  this  contract  was  to  be  Universal  Oil  Trade,  in  the  person  of  Mr.  Sarabki, 
an  acquaintance  of  Mr.  Heidari  (negotiations  for  the  spot  contract  for  NATIONAL  Iran  Oil 
Corp.) 

For  information  only:  Minachi  had  been  introduced  to  Sarabki  when  he  was  in  Pais  in  August 
of  1980. 

A  (verbal)  agreement  of  cooperation  between  SETI  and  Universal  Oil  Trade  had  been 
acknowledged  by  INTERPARTS. 

The  contract  between  the  Ministry  of  Defense  and  INTERPARTS  was  signed  December  31, 
1980,  i.e.,  after  Heidari ’s  departure  from  Teheran. 

As  soon  as  Heidari  arrived  in  France,  he  contacted,  naturally,  Sarabki,  to  exploit  the  contract 
....[illegible]  signature.  It  would  seem  that  from  the  very  beginning,  Universal  Oil  Trade  had 
acknowledged  that  it  was  in  now  way  capable  of  supplying  the  desired  equipment,  and  had  left 
it  up  to  Heidari  himself  to  find  something  to  satisfy  the  Iranian  Army. 

As  a  result,  Heidari  contacted  some  suppliers,  and.  in  particular.  Mr.  J.H.  Smalley  of  Kofer 
Holdings  Ltd.  with  whom  he  met  twice  in  Paris  (late  December  1980,  and  in  January  of  1981). 

Heidari’s  first  obstacle:  Yves  de  Loreilhe,  who,  had  learned,  after  all  the  blunders  during  the 
first  contract,  how  to  set  up  a  favorable  situation  the  second  time  around. 

Yves  de  Loreilhe  had  paid  for  five  additional  engines  by  transferring  $95,000  to  J.H.  Smalley 
in  order  to  free  the  last  Frenchman  held  in  Iran.  Heidari  managed  to  block  delivery  of  the  five 
engines  in  order  to  neutralize  Y.  de  Loreilhe.  Between  an  unfilled  dossier  with  the  Iranian 
Army  and  a  Frenchman  being  held  in  Iran  and  dependent  on  his  partners,  Heidari  was 
increasing  his  possibilities  for  personal  maneuvering.) 

In  between-times,  harassed  by  his  partners  on  the  telephone,  Heidari  reported  stocks  of 
equipment  available  and  at  extraordinarily  low  prices  for  the  material  listed  in  the  contract, 
with,  however  -  causing  some  doubt  in  his  partners’  minds  -  Heidari  forgetting  to  take  notes, 
the  prices  changed  every  day. 

While  de  Loreilhe  was  expanding  his  contacts  in  an  attempt  to  get  the  five  engines  released 
and  to  locate  Von  Hajek,  the  dialogue  with  Heidari  was  nevertheless  maintained,  particularly 
insofar  as  it  concerned  SICAM,  so  as  to  obtain  the  demanded  reimbursements.  Several 
meetings  took  place  in  Nice  between  the  directors  of  SICAM,  Mr.  Y.  de  Loreilhe,  Heidari,  and 
Michael,  his  "killer.” 

After  one  of  these  meetings  Heidari  obtained  a  check  in  his  name  for  $140,000  issued  by 
SICAM,  most  probably  after  a  little  persuasion  from  the  above-named  "Michael." 

It  would  appear  that  neither  the  check  nor  the  amount  it  was  made  out  for  ever  reached  SETT. 

Neither  Universal  Oil  Trade  nor  Sarabki  every  replied  to  requests  for  information  from 
Interparts  in  Teheran,  either  by  telex  or  by  phone. 
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Heidari  became  more  and  more  difficult  to  locate,  his  only  regular  contact:  the  Embassy  of 
Iran  in  Paris  where  he  went  regularly  (contact  in  Paris:  Mr.  JafTari,  first  secretary  at  the 
embassy). 

Heidari  began  to  let  his  military  contacts  in  Iran  in  the  army  know  that  some  of  the  equipment 
called  for  in  the  contract  could  not  be  delivered  in  time<  and,  benefiting  from  the  panic 
ensuing  from  this  kind  of  remark  (all  the  officers,  regardless  of  who  they  are,  are  afraid  of  the 
Post-Revolution),  he  got  them  to  substitute  equipment  which  was  available  for  that  which  had 
been  ordered.  It  was  completely  out  of  the  question  vis-A-vis  the  supreme  commanders  of  the 
Iranian  Army  to  consider  freezing  nearly  80  million  dollars  without  any  equipment  being 
delivered.  This  could  have  been  interpreted  as  an  attempt  to  sabotage  efforts  to  provision  the 
Iranian  Army. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  main  part  of  his  proposed  changes  of  matAriel  called  for  in  the 
contract  was  discussed  with  the  army,  and  not  with  his  partners  at  Interparts,  by  direct 
telephone  connection. 

In  January  and  February  of  1981,  a  technical  mission  headed  by  the  former  chief  of  Logistical 
Command,  Colonel  Hatami,  went  to  Europe,  first  of  all,  to  Switzerland,  in  order  to  report  on 
the  activities  of  a  company  founded  with  the  support  of  a  certain  Mr.  Baumann.  This  company 
jointly  directed  by  an  Iranian  general  (General  Sovohad),  was  responsible  for  procuring 
equipment  considered  "critical"  by  the  Iranian  authorities.  The  great  scope  accorded  this 
company  by  Iranian  officials  brought  it  immediately  to  the  attention  of  the  American  secret 
service,  which  neutralized  it  with  the  Swiss  Special  Services. 

This  mission,  whose  itinerary  covered  almost  the  whole  of  Europe,  never,  it  would  seem,  made 
contact  with  Heidari,  although  their  paths  crossed  at  the  same  date  in  France,  Spain,  and 
Portugal. 

Through  J.H.  Smalley,  Heidari  made  some  contacts  in  Spain,  where  he  considered  transferring 
the  major  part  of  the  letter  of  credit  for  the  purchase  of  approximately  50  M48  A5  tanks,  which 
were  being  reconditioned  in  Spain,  and  in  Portugal,  where  he  was  put  in  touch  with  X-TRA. 
Heidari  had  become  Sarabki’s  travelling  commercial  representative.  Sarabki  himself  had  never 
shown  more  than  a  perfunctory  interest  in  the  contract. 

With  the  help  of  X-TRA,  in  the  person  of  its  marketing  representative,  Angelo  Caldas,  Heidari 
made  numerous  offers  to  the  Iranian  Army  (General  Farivar)  for  substitute  equipment.  These 
offers  were  not  accepted. 

In  order  to  strengthen  his  position  vis-A-vis  X-TRA,  Heidari  had  the  Iranian  Embassy  in  Paris 
send  a  telex  confirming  his  mandate  as  representative  of  Iran’s  National  Defense. 

M.  de  Loreilhe  of  SETI  was  not  kept  informed  of  Heidari ’s  doings  and  the  contract  was  almost 
broken,  except  for  some  General  Motors  Diesel  spare  parts  for  Iranian  State  Railways  in  which 
Heidari  was  still  interested. 

The  chargA  d’affaires  for  the  Iranian  Islamic  Republic  in  Spain  went  to  Portugal  in  February 
of  1981  in  order  to  verify  the  presence  of  some  crates  in  a  warehouse  at  the  Lisbon  Airport. 
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He  then  returned  to  Paris  to  sign  (for  a  commission  of  $100,000)  some  documents  submitted 
by  Heidari. 

The  documents  matching  the  letter  of  credit  for  a  value  of  56  million  dollars  was  sent  to  the 
Banque  de  la  M6diterann6ee  in  Paris,  which  forwarded  them  to  the  Melli  Bank.  The  five- 
percent  bank  guarantee,  an  indispensable  preliminary  to  making  any  use  of  the  credit,  had 
never  been  paid....  The  funds  were  made  available  February  9,  1981  with  no  trouble. 

Notification  that  there  were  several  letters  of  credit  totalling  13  million  dollars  arrived  at  the 
X-TRA  Company  in  Lisbon,  but  the  credit  was  never  authorized  or  confirmed. 

At  the  same  time,  Heidari’s  partners  in  Iran  and  the  Iranian  Army  began  to  find  Minachi’s 
statements  highly  disquieting  (statements  repeated  for  many  days  now).  Heidari’s  authority 
to  negotiate  in  the  name  of  the  Iranian  Defense  Ministry  was  annulled  and  the  Iranian 
Embassies  in  Europe  were  advised  to  this  effect  by  "Logistical  Command."  Being  completely 
unable  to  located  Heidari,  who  refused  to  make  any  sort  of  contact.  Interparts  had  a  telex  sent 
to  its  corresponding  bank  in  Paris:  Produits  et  Matures  Sari/  Mr.  Yves  de  Loreilhe  to 
supervise  the  transaction.  Yves  de  Loreilhe  then  sent  several  telexes  warning  the  Melli  Bank 
and  the  Banque  de  la  M6dit6rann6e  in  Paris. 

Thus  threatened,  Heidari  and  his  assistant,  Michael,  set  up  a  meeting  with  Loreilhe  in  Paris, 
the  latter  being  accompanied  by  an  acquaintance  of  his  who  had  taken  part  in  the  affair  of  the 
engines,  Colonel  Claude  Jambel. 

Heidari  had  intended  to  discourage  de  Loreilhe  whims  by  the  most  persuasive  means  possible. 
The  episode  has  been  widely  reported  in  the  press. 

Having  failed  in  this  attempt  and  in  view  of  the  shifting  opposing  forces,  Heidari  took  flight 
abandoning  all  his  personal  effects  (papers,  check  books...)  and  took  refuge  in  Geneva  in  the 
company  of  Sarabki...and  Angelo  Caldas  from  X-TRA  was  in  Paris  that  day...! 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  rapidity  and  extent  of  the  police  intervention  (less  than  15  minutes) 
give  rise  to  the  thought  that  some  of  the  principals  in  confrontation  were  most  probably  under 
surveillance. 

The  next  day,  after  searching  the  premises  of  the  Overseas  Company  (a  company  created  a  few 
days  earlier  by  Heidari  and  Sarabki)  as  well  as  Sarabki's  suite  at  the  Georges  V,  a  certain 
number  of  documents  considered  compromising  to  certain  French  companies  and  public  figures 
were  confiscated... 

As  of  then  a  complete  and  total  silence  was  imposed  on  the  affair. 

The  X-TRA  Company  was,  however,  not  desirous  of  losing  the  market  which  it  had  glimpsed, 
and  as  they  had  already  profited  from  a  down  payment  by  Sarabki  to  purchase —  Israeli 
equipment  (  106  recoilless  rifles:  150  units  of  this  type  of  equipment  were  shipped  from  Haifa 
to  Porto,  then  transferred  to  the  Lisbon  Airport  where  an  Iranair  Boeing  707  came  to  take 
away  90  of  them,  the  remaining  60  being  blocked  by  the  Lisbon  forwarding  agent  because  of 
payment  problems  (March  1981). 
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Perceiving  the  Heidari  and  Sarabki  were  both  crooks.  X-TRA  broke  all  contact  with  them  and 
tried,  unsuccessfully,  to  deal  directly  with  the  Iranian  chiefs  of  staff. 

From  Geneva,  where  he  had  taken  refuge  for  the  moment.  Heidari  continued  to  entertain  the 
myth  of  a  shipment  of  materiel. ..from  Brazil.  Heidari’s  lawyer  in  Paris  (Maitre  Marc  hand) 
even  produced  some  documents  for  the  Iranian  Embassy  in  Paris.  A  maritime  bill  of  lading 
sent  to  Rio  for  a  ship  named  Sydkust  which,  need  it  be  said?  never  reached  Iran. 

A  telephone  conversation  between  Heidari  and  Sarabki  in  Geneva  and  Minachi  in  Teheran 
even  ended  in  a  warning  by  Sarabki  to  Minachi  to  the  effect  that  the  latter  better  never  leave 
Iran,  under  threat  of  execution  the  minute  he  does. 

Monsieur  de  Loreilhe  pressed  charges  against  Monsieur  Heidari  for  the  attack  on  him  on  the 
Avenue  Georges  V.  Heidari  under  pressure  from  the  French  police  paid  the  equivalent  value 
of  11  J60  engines  finally  claimed  by  the  Iranian  Army  from  SETI  as  the  balance  of  the  first 
contract,  in  order  to  obtain  the  authorization  for  the  Frenchman  being  held  in  Iran  to  leave. 

The  probable  reason  for  the  increase  in  the  sum  total  of  the  lawsuit  is  Heidari’s  defaulting  on 
payment  of  commissions  to  his  contacts  for  the  Iranian  Army. 

SETI/Y.  de  Loreilhe  took  more  than  five  months  to  settle  the  dispute  which  brought  them  into 
conflict  with  the  Iranian  Army.  In  spite  of  pressure  on  him  from  the  French  government, 
Heidari  continues  to  plunder  the  casinos  of  the  C6te  d’Azur  (he  apparently  has  no  more  use 
for  irradiated  red  mercury,  which  he  was  looking  for  in  Europe  to  make  counterfeit  dollars,  nor 
does  he  need  a  buyer  for  opium  available  in  large  quantities  in  Iran.) 

In  the  meantime,  General  Farivar  has  tried  to  commit  suicide  in  his  ceil. 

The  directors  of  Interparts  have  been  arrested. 

The  various  political  factions  in  Iran  have  seized  on  the  affair. 

The  Frenchman,  after  several  attempts  to  escape  and  without  any  diplomatic  support  from  his 
country,  after  having  become  acquainted  with  prison  and  the  threats  of  the  committees,  was 
allowed  to  leave  Iran  on  June  1, 1981,  although  not  before  having  to  pay  a  fine  to  the  Ministry 
of  Justice  for  "being  in  the  country  without  proper  authorization." 

The  chairman  of  the  Markazi  Bank,  in  spite  of  his  protests  about  the  Frenchman’s  complicity 
in  this  monstrous  swindle  has  been  nonsuited  by  the  Minister  of  Defense  and  his  assistants, 
his  personal  responsibility  is  involved.  Four  staff  members  of  the  Markazi  Bank  have  been 
imprisoned;  their  relations  with  Heidari  are  beginning  to  come  to  light. 

These  affairs  are  not  unique.  Without  being  able  to  quote  details,  it  is  nevertheless  well 
known  by  certain  credible  and  well  informed  persons  that  numerous  transactions  involving 
several  tens  of  millions  of  dollars  have  all  ended  badly: 

-  Purchase  of  Chieftain  equipment,  shipment  of  Lockheed  C5As  from  the  Iranian  Army  to 
Madrid... Mismatched  engines,  having  nothing  in  common  with  the  equipment  requested... the 
planes  returned  empty. 
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-  Purchase  of  sugar  from  Sri  Lank  (80  million  dollars)  through  a  Swiss  broker.  The 
transaction  was  directed  by  Mr.  Nowbari  of  the  Markazi  Bank,  payment  was  received,  but  the 
sugar  apparently  "melted”  before  it  got  there. 

-  Purchase  of  "components"  for  M60  tank  motors  (several  tens  of  millions  of  dollars):  when 
the  ship  docked  at  Bandar  Khomeini,  the  crates  were  found  to  be  filled  with  unusable  pumps. 

The  same  stories  could  be  told  for  the  Dutch  chickens,  the  rice  from  Thailand... 

In  view  of  the  political  agitation  and  the  total  disorganization  (or  incompetence)  of  the 
government's  purchasing  office,  it  would  seem  that  swindling  is  about  to  become  the  national 
sport. 

This  still  does  not  explain  the  complete  liberty  eqjoyed  by  Mr.  Ahmad  Heidari,  whose  political 
importance  is  null  in  France  as  well  as  Iran,  and  who  has  his  residence  permits  renewed 
without  difficulty  in  spite  of  the  complaint  lodged  against  him  by  Mr.  de  Loreilhe  and  the 
Iranian  government. 


Translated  by 

David  Shelly 

CRS  -  Language  Services 

August  19f  1992 
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TELEX  INTRODUCING  SETI  REPRESENTATIVES  TO  FRENCH  INTELLIGENCE 

10/18/80  —  TRANSLATION 


Please  transmit  the  following  Telex  to  Mr.  Ali  Raza  Nobari: 

"General  Division"  Robert  Caillaux,  at  the  request  of  "General  of 
Army  Corps"  Lacaze,  Military  Governor  of  Paris,  Hotel  des  Invalides 
(tel:  550-3280)  ,  is  ready  to  receive  a  telephone  call  on  your 
behalf  to  authenticate  Colonel  Jambel,  Defense  of  Territory 
Services,  Colonel  Jambel  served  and  serves  as  intermediary  for  the 
government  of  our  country  until  the  successful  conclusion  of  the 
negotiations  (?)  now  in  progress. 

Col.  Jambel  certifies  to  you  that  (?)  SETI  is  persona  grata  in  the 
view  of  our  government  and  has  our  confidence.  Monday,  the  policy 
to  be  followed  will  be  determined  by  the  nignest  (?)  and  we  propose 
a  telephone  call  while  waiting. 

We  ask  you  to  please  call  Gen.  Caillaux  as  soon  as  possible  at 
73.97.24.23,  at  his  weekend  home. 
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UNITED  STATES  DISTRICT  COURT 
SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  NEW  YORK 

x 


UNITED  STATES  OF  AMERICA, 


-  v  - 


SAMUEI,  EVANS;  GURIEL  EISENBERC; 
RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERC; 

WILLIAM  NORTHROP;  ABRAHAM  BAR’ AM; 
NICO  MINARDOS;  ALFRED  FLEARMOY; 
HERMANN  MOLL;  RALPH  KOPKA; 

HANS  BIHN;  ISAAC  HEBRON I ; 

JOHN  DELAROQUE;  BERNARD  VEILLOT; 
B.I.T.  COMPANY,  IMPORT,  EXPORT, 
AJffi^METALS  LIMITED;  DERGO  ' 
LSTABLI SHMENT;  FLEAR  HOLDINGS 
INCORPORATED  S. A. ;  INTERNATIONAL 
PROCUREMENT  AND  SALES,  INC.  and 
VI ANAR  ANSTALT, 


SUPERSEDING 

INDICTMENT 

SSSS  36  Cr.  384  (LBS) 


Defendants . 


COUNT  ONE 


The  B.I.T.  Company  Arms  Deal 
The  Grand  Jury  charges: 

1.  From  on  or  about  October  15,  1985,  up  Lo  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  GURIEL  EISENBERC, 
RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERG,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  NICO  MINARDOS,  ISAAC 
KE5R0NI  and  B.I.T.  COMPANY,  IMPORT,  EXPORT,  AND  METALS  LIMITED 
(hereafter  "B.I.T.  COMPANY"),  together  with  others  known  and 
unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly  did 
combine,  conspire,  confederate  and  agree  together  and  with  each 
other: 


MICROFILM 
OCT  29  1986  3  2S  PM 
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E.  On  or  about  February  24,  1986,  the  defendant 
SAMUEL  EVANS  mailed  B.I.T.  Pro  Forma  Invoice  No.  2199/86  PROMIL 
to  Galaxy  Trade,  Inc.  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York. 

F.  On  or  about  February  26,  1986,  in  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS  met 
with  the  putative  buyers  and  discussed  providing  the  sellers 
proof  of  the  funds  available  for  the  purchase  of  U.S.  Defense 
Articles,  obtaining  from  the  sellers  end  user  certificates,  and 
shipping  the  defense  articles  from  Israel  to  Iran. 

G.  On  or  about  March  10,  1986,  the  defendants 
SAMUEL  EVANS  and  NICO  MINARDOS  travelled  to  Israel  to  meet  with 
the  defendants  GURIEL  EISENBERG  and  RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERG 
concerning  the  proposed  sale  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles. 

H.  On  or  about  March  25,  1986,  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York,  the  defendant  NICO  MINARDOS  met  with  the 
putative  purchaser  and  discussed  the  shipment  of  the  above- 
described  U.S.  Defense  Articles  from  Israel  to  Iran. 

I.  On  or  before  April  9,  1986,  the  defendants 
GURIEL  EISENBERG  and  RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERG  had  confirmed  the 
availability  of  end  user  certificates  for  the  U.S.  Defense 
Articles  listed  in  paragraph  3  above,  except  the  Skyhawk  Aircraft. 

J.  On  or  before  April  13,  1986,  the  defendant 
SAMUEL  EVANS  prepared  draft  contracts  and  draft  letters  of 
credit  for  the  sale  of  the  U.S.  Defense  Articles  listed  in 
paragraph  3  above  by  the  defendant  B.I.T.  COMPANY  to  Galaxy 
Trade,  Inc.  for  Iran. 

(Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  371.) 
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COUNT  TWO 


The  Dergo  Establishment  Arms  Deal 

The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

6.  From  on  or  about  February  10,  1986,  up  to  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP, 
ABRAHAM  BAR' AM,  NICO  MINARDOS,  and  DERGO  ESTABLISHMENT  together 
with  others  known  and  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  unlawfully, 
wilfully  and  knowingly  did  combine,  conspire,  confederate  and 
agree  together  and  with  each  other: 

a.  to  defraud  the  United  States  and  its  agencies,  the 
Department  of  State  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  of  their  right 
to  conduct  their  affairs  free  from  fraud,  false  statements, 
chicanery  and  deceit,  to  wit,  the  right  of  the  State  Department 
and  Defense  Department,  delegated  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  to  regulate  and  control  the  exportation  and  subsequent 
resale  and  transfer  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles  in  accordance  with 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States,  as  provided  in  Title  22, 
United  States  Code,  Sections  2751,  2752,  2753,  2761,  2762  and 
2778,  and  Title  22,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Subchapter  M 
(International  Traffic  In  Arms  Regulations); 

b.  to  violate  Title  22,  United  States  Code,  Section 
2778(c),  and  Title  22,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Sections 
121.1,  123.9,  123.10,  126.1(a)  and  127,  by  combining,  conspiring, 
confederating  and  agreeing  together  and  with  each  other  to  make 
an  untrue  statement  of  a  material  fact  and  omit  to  state  a 
material  fact  required  to  be  stated  in  applications  to  the 
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United  States  Department  of  State  or  the  United  States  Department 
of  Defense  for  approval  to  resell,  divert,  transfer,  transship 
and  dispose  of  certain  U.S.  Defense  Articles;  and 

c.  to  violate  Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section 
1001,  by  combining,  conspiring,  confederating  and  agreeing 
together  and  with  each  other  to  falsify,  conceal  and  cover  up  by 
trick,  scheme  and  device,  a  material  fact,  and  to  make  and  cause 
to  be  made  false,  fictitious  and  fraudulent  statements  and 
representations,  and  use  and  cause  to  be  used  false  writings  and 
documents  knowing  the  same  to  contain  false,  fictitious  and 
fraudulent  statements,  in  a  matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  State  and  the  United  States 
Department  of  Defense,  departments  and  agencies  of  the  United 
States. 


.  Object  of  the  Conspiracy 
7.  An  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  to  resell,  divert, 
transfer,  transship  and  dispose  of  the  following  U.S.  Defense 
Articles,  among  others,  from  a  foreign  country  or  countries  to 
and  in  Iran,  or  to  export  the  following  U.S.  Defense  Articles 
from  the  United  States  to  Iran,  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the 
United  States  to  prevent  the  transfer  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles  to 
Iran  and  to  deny  licenses  and  other  approvals  relating  to  U.S. 


Defense  Articles  destined  for  Iran: 


13  RF-5  "Tiger"  Tactical  Reconnaissance 

Fighter  Aircraft 

5000  I -TOW  Missiles,  BGM-71A,  Improved 

2  Turboshaft  T56A7B  Engines  for  C-130-E 

"Hercules"  Aircraft 

100,000  M-437A1  Shells  for  175  MM  Artillery 
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1  T53L703  Free  Turbine  Turboshaft  Engines 

for  AH-1J  "Cobra"  Helicopter 
517  Spare  Parts  for  F-4  "Phantom"  Aircraft 

2  Afterburner  Units  for  J79-CE-15  Jet 

Engine  for  F-4D  "Phantom"  Aircraft 
500  Components  for  Airborn  Radar  Warning 

System  for  Fighter  Aircraft 
4200  Spare  Parts,  AN/PRC-77  Tactical  Radios 

6  Stores  (Armament  Load)  Ejectors  for 

AH-1J  "Cobra"  Helicopter 
8000  AN/PRC-6  Portable  Tactical  Radios 

4000  Power  Tubes  for  VRC-12  Radio 

1  Test  System  for  F-4  "Phantom"  Aircraft 

Inertial  Navigation  System 
72  Pieces  Test  Equipment  for  F-4  "Phantom" 

Aircraft 

50  Rotary  Assemblies  for  20  MM  M-61  Catling 

Gun 

44  Solid  State  Amplifiers  for  TPS-43  Radar 

900  Spare  Parts  for  APQ-120  Radar  on  F-4 

"Phantom"  Aircraft 

350  105  MM  M-68  Guns  on  Westernized  T-55 

Main  Battle  Tanks 


Methods  and  Means  of  the  Conspiracy 
8.  Among  the  methods  and  means  to  be  employed  by  the 
defendants  and  their  co-conspirators  in  accomplishing  the 
conspiracy  were  the  following: 

A.  It  was  part  of  the  conspiracy  that  the 
defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS  would  act  as  an  intermediary  between  the 
buyer  and  seller  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles  destined  for  Iran. 

B.  It  was  further  part  of  the  conspiracy  that 
the  defendants  WILLIAM  NORTHROP  and  ABRAHAM  BAR' AM  would  obtain 
U.S.  Defense  Articles,  and  through  the  defendant  DERGO 
ESTABLISHMENT,  would  sell  them  to  Galaxy  Trade,  Inc.  for  Iran. 
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C.  It  was  further  part  of  the  conspiracy  that 
the  defendants  WILLIAM  NORTHROP  and  ABRAHAM  BAR' AM  would  obtain 
end  user  certificates  that  would  falsely  and  fraudulently  attest 
that  the  U.S.  Defense  Articles  were  destined  for  a  country 
acceptable  to  the  United  States. 

D.  It  was  further  part  of  the  conspiracy  that 
the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  ABRAHAM  BAR'AM, 
and  others  known  and  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  represent 
and  cause  to  be  represented  to  the  United  States  Department  of 
State  or  Defense  in  applications  to  export  or  to  resell,  divert, 
transfer,  transship  and  dispose  of  the  U.S.  Defense  Articles  that 
they  were  destined  for  a  country  or  countries  that  were  acceptable 
to  the  United  States. 

E.  It  was  further  part  of  the  conspiracy  that 
the  defendant  NICO  MINARDOS  would  arrange  for  the  shipment  of  the 
U.S.  Defense  Articles  from  a  foreign  country  to  Iran. 

OVERT  ACTS 

9.  In  furtherance  of  this  conspiracy  and  to  effect 
its  objects,  the  following  overt  acts,  among  others,  were 
committed: 

A.  On  or  about  February  26,  1986,  in  the 
Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS  met 
with  the  putative  buyers  and  discussed  travelling  to  Israel  in 
part  to  meet  with  the  defendant  WILLIAM  NORTHROP  and  discuss  the 
proposed  sale  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles. 


II  - 
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B.  On  or  about  March  10,  1986,  the  defendants 
SAMUEL  EVANS  and  NICO  MINARDOS  travelled  to  Israel  in  part  to 
meet  with  the  defendant  WILLIAM  NORTHROP  concerning  the  proposed 
sale  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles. 

C.  During  the  period  from  on  or  about  March  14, 
1986,  to  April  3,  1986,  the  defendant  WILLIAM  NORTHROP  sent  to 
the  defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS  approximately  20  to  30  pro  forma 
invoices  of  the  defendant  DERGO  ESTABLISHMENT  offering  to  sell 
U.S.  Defense  Articles  for  specified  prices. 

D.  On  or  about  March  18,  1986,  the  defendant 
SAMUEL  EVANS  mailed  to  Galaxy  Trade,  Inc.,  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York,  two  documents  on  the  letterhead  of  the 
defendant  DERGO  ESTABLISHMENT  and  signed  by  the  defendant  WILLIAM 
NORTHROP  --  one  an  offer  to  sell  U.S.  Defense  Articles  at  specified 
prices  including  the  cost  of  end  user  certificates,  and  a  second 
regarding  the  necessity  for  end  user  certificates. 

E.  On  or  before  April  13,  1986,  the  defendant 
SAMUEL  EVANS  prepared  draft  contracts  and  draft  letters  of  credit 
for  the  sale  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles  by  the  defendant  DERGO 
ESTABLISHMENT  to  Galaxy  Trade,  Inc.  for  Iran. 

F.  On  or  about  April  13,  1986,  the  defendants 
SAMUEL  EVANS,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP  and  ABRAHAM  BAR' AM  met  with  others 
and  discussed  the  proposed  sale  described  in  the  foregoing 
paragraphs. 

(Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  371.) 
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COUNT  FOUR 


The  International  Procurement  Arms  Deal 

The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

14.  From  on  or  about  December  23,  1985,  up  to  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  HERMANN  MOLL  and 
INTERNATIONAL  PROCUREMENT  AND  SALES,  INC.  (hereafter 
"INTERNATIONAL  PROCUREMENT"),  together  with  others  unknown  to  the 
Grand  Jury,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly  did  combine, 
conspire,  confederate  and  agree  together  and  with  each  other: 

a.  to  defraud  the  United  States  and  its  agencies,  the 
Department  of  State  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  of  their  right 
to  conduct  their  affairs  free  from  fraud,  false  statements, 
chicanery  and  deceit,  to  wit,  the  right  of  the  State  Department 
and  Defense  Department,  delegated  by  the  President  of  the  United 
States,  to  regulate  and  control  the  exportation  and  subsequent 
resale  and  transfer  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles  in  accordance  with 
the  foreign  policy  of  the  United  States,  as  provided  in  Title  22, 
United  States  Code,  Sections  2751,  2752,  2753,  2761,  2762  and 
2778,  and  Title  22,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Subchapter  M 
(International  Traffic  In  Arms  Regulations); 

b.  to  violate  Title  22,  United  States  Code,  Section 
2778(c),  and  Title  22,  Code  of  Federal  Regulations,  Sections 
121.1,  123.9,  123.10,  126.1(a)  and  127,  by  combining,  conspiring, 
confederating  and  agreeing  together  and  with  each  other  to  make 
an  untrue  statement  of  a  material  fact  and  omit  to  state  a 
material  fact  required  to  be  stated  in  applications  to  the 
United  States  Department  of  State  or  the  United  States  Department 
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United  States  Department  of  State  or  the  United  States  Department 
of  Defense  for  approval  to  resell,  divert,  transfer,  transship 
and  dispose  of  certain  U.S.  Defense  Articles;  and 

c.  to  violate  Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section 
1001,  by  combining,  conspiring,  confederating  and  agreeing 
together  and  with  each  other  to  falsify,  conceal  and  cover  up  by 
trick,  scheme  and  device,  a  material  fact,  and  to  make  and  cause 
to  be  made  false,  fictitious  and  fraudulent  statements  and 
representations,  and  use  and  cause  to  be  used  false  writings  and 
documents  knowing  the  same  to  contain  false,  fictitious  and 
fraudulent  statements,  in  a  matter  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
United  States  Department  of  State  and  the  United  States 
Department  of  Defense,  departments  and  agencies  of  the  United 
States. 

Object  of  the  Conspiracy 

11.  An  object  of  the  conspiracy  was  to  resell,  divert, 
transfer,  transship  and  dispose  of  the  following  U.S.  Defense 
Articles,  among  others,  from  a  foreign  country  or  countries  to 
and  in  Iran,  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  United  States  to 
prevent  the  transfer  of  U.S.  Defense  Articles  to  Iran  and  to  deny 
licenses  and  other  approvals  relating  to  U.S.  Defense  Articles 
destined  for  Iran: 

100-150  M-60  Engines  and  Gearboxes 

100  M48  Main  Battle  Tanks 
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Methods  and  Means  of  the  Conspiracy 


20.  Among  the  methods  and  means  to  be  employed  by  the 
defendants  and  their  co-conspirators  in  accomplishing  the 
conspiracy  were  the  following: 

A.  It  was  part  of  the  conspiracy  that  the 
defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS  would  act  as  an  intermediary  between  the 
buyer  and  seller  of  Defense  Articles  destined  for  Iran. 

B.  It  was  further  part  of  the  conspiracy  that 
the  defendants  JOHN  DELAROQUE  and  BERNARD  VEILLOT  would  obtain 
U.S.  Defense  Articles,  and  through  the  defendant  VIANAR  ANSTALT, 
would  sell  them  to  Galaxy  Trade,  Inc.  for  Iran. 

C.  It  was  further  part  of  the  conspiracy  that 
the  defendant  BERNARD  VEILLOT  and  HANS  BIHN  would  obtain  end 
user  certificates  that  would  falsely  and  fraudulently  attest  that 
the  U.S.  Defense  Articles  were  destined  for  a  country  acceptable 
to  the  United  States. 

D.  It  was  further  part  of  the  conspiracy  that 
the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  JOHN  DELAROQUE,  BERNARD  VEILLOT  and 
HANS  BIHN,  together  with  others  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would 
represent  and  cause  to  be  represented  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  State  or  Defense  in  applications  to  resell,  divert, 
transfer,  transship  and  dispose  of  the  U.S.  Defense  Articles  that 
they  were  destined  for  a  country  or  countries  that  were  acceptable 
to  the  United  States. 
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OVERT  ACTS 


21.  In  furtherance  of  this  conspiracy  and  to  effect 
its  objects,  the  following  overt  acts,  among  others,  were 
committed: 

A.  On  or  about  February  4,  1986,  and  again  on 
February  5  and  6,  1986,  the  defendant  HANS  BIHN  sent  three 
telexes,  respectively,  to  the  defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS  regarding 
end  user  certificates  and  the  need  for  funds  to  purchase  them. 

B.  On  or  about  February  7,  1986,  the  defendant 
SAMUEL  EVANS  sent  the  telexes  described  in  the  foregoing 
paragraph  to  the  putative  buyer  of  the  U.S.  Defense  Articles 

in  New  York,  New  York. 

(Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  371.) 
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COUNTS  SIX  THROUGH  FORTY-NINE 


The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

The  B.I.T.  Company  Scheme  ("BIT") 

22.  From  on  or  about  October  15,  1986,  up  to  and 
Including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  GURIEL  EISENBERG, 
RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERG,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  NICO  MINARDOS,  ISAAC 
HEBRONI,  and  B.I.T.  COMPANY,  IMPORT,  EXPORT,  AND  METALS  LIMITED 
(hereafter  "B.I.T.  COMPANY"),  together  with  others  known  and 
unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly 
devised  and  intended  to  devise  a  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud 
and  to  obtain  money  and  property  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent 
pretenses  and  representations. 

23.  From  on  or  about  October  15,  1985,  up  to  and 
including  February  10,  1986,  it  was  in  part  the  object  of  this 
scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud  that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS, 
GURIEL  EISENBERG,  RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERG,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  NICO 
MINARDOS,  ISAAC  HEBRONI,  and  B.I.T.  COMPANY,  together  with  others 
known  and  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  defraud  the  United 
States  Government  ana  its  Executive  Agencies  of  their  right  to 
conduct  their  affairs  free  from  fraud,  false  statements, 
chicanery  and  deceit,  and  would  obtain  for  Iran  by  means  of  false 
and  fraudulent  pretenses,  representations  and  promises,  the 
following  U.S.  Defense  Articles,  among  others,  contrary  to  the 
policy  and  laws  of  the  United  States: 


-  25  - 


App.  0955 


10,000  TOW  Missiles 

F-5  "Tiger"  Aircraft 
4  Engines  for  Bell  Helicopter 

24.  From  on  or  about  October  15,  1985,  up  to  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  it  was  in  part  the  object  of  this 
scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud  that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS, 
GURIEL  EISENBERG,  RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERG,  NICO  MINARDOS,  ISAAC 
HEBRONI,  and  B.I.T.  COMPANY,  together  with  others  known  and 
unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  defraud  the  United  States 
Government  and  its  Executive  Agencies  of  their  right  to  conduct 
their  affairs  free  from  fraud,  false  statements,  chicanery  and 
deceit,  and  would  obtain  for  Iran  by  means  of  false  and  fraud¬ 
ulent  pretenses,  representations  and  promises,  the  following 
U.S.  Defense  Articles,  among  others,  contrary  to  the  policy  and 
laws  of  the  United  States: 

18  F-4  "Phantom"  Aircraft 

3750  TOW  Missiles 

70  Cameras,  KB-18 

22  SUU-44  Flare  Dispensers 

90  SUU-21/A  Bomb  Dispensers 

600  "Chapparel"  Missiles 

200  "Maverick"  Electric-Optic  Guided  Bombs 

200  AIM  9-O/G  A/A  Guided  Missiles 

( Sidewinder) 

8  Pieces  Anti-Skid  Test  Equipment 

30  "Sparrow"  AIM  7F  Guided  Missile 

24  Skyhawk  A4H  Aircraft 

8  Skyhawk  A4E  x  30  MM  Aircraft 

7  Skyhawk  A4E  x  20  MM  Aircraft 

7  Skyhawk  A4E  Spare  Parts 

4  Radar  Sets  AM/TPS  44 

2  Hawk  Missile  Batteries 

5  Hercules  C130E  Model  382-4B  Aircraft 
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25.  It  was  part  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud 
that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  GURIEL  EISENBERG,  RAFAEL  ISRAEL 
EISENBERG,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  NICO  MINARDOS,  ISAAC  HEBRONI,  and 
B.I.T.  COMPANY,  together  with  others  known  and  unknown  to  the 
Grand  Jury,  would  make  and  cause  to  be  made  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  State  or  Defense  material  false  statements 
regarding  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  foregoing  defense 
articles. 

The  Dergo  Establishment  Scheme  ( "DERGO" ) 

26.  From  on  or  about  February  10,  1986,  up  to  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP, 
ABRAHAM  BAR' AM,  NICO  MINARDOS  and  DERGO  ESTABLISHMENT,  together 
with  others  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and 
knowingly  devised  and  intended  to  devise  a  scheme  and  artifice  to 
defraud  and  to  obtain  money  and  property  by  means  of  false  and 
fraudulent  pretenses  and  representations. 

27.  It  was  the  object  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to 
defraud  that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP, 
ABRAHAM  BAR' AM,  NICO  MINARDOS  and  DERGO  ESTABLISHMENT,  together 
with  others  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  defraud  the  United 
States  Government  and  its  Executive  Agencies  of  their  right  to 
conduct  their  affairs  free  from  fraud,  false  statements, 
chicanery  and  deceit,  and  would  obtain  for  Iran  by  means  of  false 
and  fraudulent  pretenses  and  representations  the  following  U.S. 
Defense  Articles,  among  others,  contrary  to  the  laws  and  policy 
of  .the  United  States: 
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13 

2 

100,000 

1 

517 

2 

5000 

500 

4200 

6 

8000 

4000 

1 

72 

50 

44 

900 

350 


RF-5  "Tiger"  Tactical  Reconnaissance 
Fighter  Aircraft 

Turboshaft  T56A7B  Engine  for  C-130-E 
"Hercules"  Aircraft 
M-437A1  Shells  for  175  MM  Artillery 
T53L703  Free  Turbine  Turboshaft  Engine 
for  AH-1J  "Cobra"  Helicopter 
Spare  Parts  for  F-4  "Phantom"  Aircraft 
Afterburner  Units  for  J79-GE-15  Jet 

Engine  for  F-4D  "Phantom"  Aircraft 
I-TOW  Missiles,  BGM-71A,  Improved 
Components  for  Airborn  Radar  Warning 
System  for  Fighter  Aircraft 
Spare  Parts,  AN/PRC-77  Tactical  Radios 
Store  (Armament  Load)  Ejectors  for 
AH-1J  "Cobra"  Helicopter 
AN/PRC-6  Portable  Tactical  Radios 
Power  Tubes  for  VRC-12  Radio 
Test  System  for  F-4  "Phantom"  Aircraft 
Inertial  Navigation  System 
Pieces  Test  Equipment  for  F-4  "Phantom" 
Aircraft 

Rotary  Assemblies  for  20  MM  M-61  Gatling 
Gun 

Solid  State  Amplifiers  for  TPS-43  Radar 
Spare  Parts  for  APQ-120  Radar  on  F-4 
"Phantom"  Aircraft 

105  MM  M-68  Guns  on  Westernized  T-55 
Main  Battle  Tanks 


28.  It  was  part  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud 


that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  ABRAHAM 


BAR' AM,  NICO  MINARD0S  and  DERGO  ESTABLISHMENT,  together  with 
others  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  make  and  cause  to  be  made 
to  the  United  States  Department  of  State  cr  Defense  false 
statements  regarding  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  above 


described  U.S.  Defense  Articles. 


The  Flear  Holdings  Scheme  ("FLEAR") 

29.  From  on  or  about  February  24,  1986,  up  to  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  ALFRED  FLEARMOY, 
RA1.PH  KOPKA,  HANS  BIHN  and  FLEAR  HOLDINGS  INCORPORATED  S.A. 
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(hereafter  "FLEAR  HOLDINGS" ),  together  with  others  unknown  to  the 
Grand  Jury,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly  devised  and 
intended  to  devise  a  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud  and  to  obtain 
money  and  property  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent  pretenses  and 
representations . 

30.  It  was  the  object  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to 

defraud  that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  ALFRED  FLEARMOY,  RALPH 

KOPKA,  HANS  BIHN  and  FLEAR  HOLDINGS,  together  with  others  unknown 

to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  defraud  the  United  States  Government  and 

its  Executive  Agencies  of  their  right  to  conduct  their  affairs 

free  from  fraud,  false  statements,  chicanery  and  deceit,  and 

would  obtain  for  Iran  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent  pretenses 

and  representations  the  following  U.S.  Defense  Articles,  among 

others,  contrary  to  the  laws  and  policy  of  the  United  States: 

100-150  M60  Engines  and  Gearboxes 

100  M48  Main  Battle  Tanks 

31.  It  was  part  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud 
that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  ALFRED  FLEARMOY,  RALPH  KOPKA, 
HANS  BIHN  and  FLEAR  HOLDINGS,  together  with  others  unknown  to  the 
Grand  Jury,  would  make  and  cause  to  be  made  to  the  United  States 
Department  of  State  or  Defense  false  statements  regarding  the 
ultimate  destination  of  the  above  described  U.S.  Defense 
Articles. 
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The  International  Procurement  Scheme  ("IP&S") 

32.  From  on  or  about  December  23,  1985,  up  to  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  HERMANN  MOLL  and 
INTERNATIONAL  PROCUREMENT  AND  SALES,  INC.  (hereafter 
"INTERNATIONAL  PROCUREMENT"),  together  with  others  unknown  to  the 
Grand  Jury,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly  devised  and 
intended  to  devise  a  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud  and  to  obtain 
money  and  property  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent  pretenses  and 
representations . 

33.  It  was  the  object  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to 
defraud  that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  HERMANN  MOLL  and 
INTERNATIONAL  PROCUREMENT,  together  with  others  unknown  to  the 
Grand  Jury,  would  defraud  the  United  States  Government  and  its 
Executive  Agencies  of  their  right  to  conduct  their  affairs  free 
from  fraud,  false  statements,  chicanery  and  deceit,  and  would 
obtain  for  Iran  by  means  of  false  and  fraudulent  pretenses  and 
representations  the  following  U.S.  Defense  Articles,  among 
others,  contrary  to  the  laws  and  policy  of  the  United  States: 


15 

F-4  Aircraft 

10 

Engines  for 

F-4  Aircraft 

Spare  Parts 

for  F-4  Aircraft 

200 

Engines  for 

M-48  Tanks 

34.  It  was  part  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud 
that  the  defendants,  SAMUEL  EVANS,  HERMANN  MOLL  and  INTERNATIONAL 
PROCUREMENT,  together  with  others  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury, 
would  make  and  cause  to  be  made  to  the  United  States  Department 
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of  State  or  Defense  material  false  statements  regarding  the 
ultimate  destination  of  the  above  described  U.S.  Defense  Articles. 

The  Vianar  Anstalt  Scheme  ("VIANAR") 

35.  From  on  or  about  January  13,  1986,  up  to  and 
including  April  21,  1986,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  JOHN  DELAROQUE, 
BERNARD  VEILLOT,  HANS  BIHN  and  VIANAR  ANSTALT,  together  with 
others  known  and  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  unlawfully,  wilfully 
and  knowingly  devised  and  intended  to  devise  a  scheme  and 
artifice  to  defraud  and  to  obtain  money  and  property  by  means  of 
false  and  fraudulent  pretenses  and  representations. 

36.  It  was  the  object  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to 
defraud  that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  JOHN  DELAROQUE,  BERNARD 
VEILLOT,  HANS  BIHN  and  VIANAR  ANSTALT,  together  with  others  known 
and  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  defraud  the  United  States 
Government  and  its  Executive  Agencies  of  their  right  to  conduct 
their  affairs  free  from  fraud,  false  statements,  chicanery  and 
deceit,  and  would  obtain  for  Iran  by  means  of  false  and  fraudu¬ 
lent  pretenses  and  representations  the  following  U.S.  Defense 
Articles,  among  others,  designated  on  the  United  States  Munitions 
List  contrary  to  the  laws  and  policy  of  the  United  States: 

50  F104G  Fighter  Aircraft 

400-1000  AIM9  "Sparrow"  Guided  Missiles 

37.  It  was  part  of  this  scheme  and  artifice  to  defraud 
that  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  JOHN  DELAROQUE,  BERNARD 
VEILLOT,  HANS  BIHN  and  VIANAR  ANSTALT,  together  with  others  known 
and  unknown  to  the  Grand  Jury,  would  make  and  cause  to  be  made  to 

i 

the  United  States  Department  of  State  or  Defense  false  statements 
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regarding  the  ultimate  destination  of  the  above  described  defense 
articles. 

Statutory  Allegations 

38.  On  or  about  the  dates  and  at  the  approximate  times 
set  forth  below,  in  the  Southern  District  of  New  York  ("SDNY"), 
and  elsewhere,  or  in  the  Eastern  District  of  New  York  ("EDNY") 
and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS,  GURIEL  EISENBERG, 
RAFAEL  ISRAEL  EISENBERG,  WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  ABRAHAM  BAR'AM,  NICO 
MINARDOS,  ALFRED  FLEARMOY,  HERMANN  MOLL,  HANS  BIHN  and  RALPH 
KOPKA,  unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
executing  and  attempting  to  execute  the  schemes  and  artifices 
described  in  paragraphs  22  through  37  above  as  specified  below, 
caused  to  be  transmitted  by  wire  and  radio  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce,  certain  signs,  signals  and  sounds,  to  wit, 
telephone  calls  initiated  in  the  Southern  or  Eastern  District  of 
New  York  as  follows: 


COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

6 

12/20/85 

11:30  am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 

MOLL 

IP&S 

7 

1/10/86 

3 : 50  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

3IT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

8 

1/15/86 

10:00  am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 

VI  ANAR 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

MOLL 

IP&S 

BIHN 

VI ANAR 

32 


COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

9 

1/17/86 

5:33 

10  1/21/86  3:47  pm 


11 

1/30/86 

1:03  pm 

12 

1/30/86 

3:20  pm 

13 

1/30/86 

5:05  pm 

14 

1/31/86 

6:45 

pm 

15 

2/5/86 

10:25 

am 

16 

2/5/86 

11:53 

am 
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DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

MOLL 

IP&S 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

MOLL 

IP&S 

SONY 

EVANS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 

MOLL 

IP&S 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 

VI ANAR 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

MOLL 

IP&S 

BIHN 

VI ANAR 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 

MOLL 

IP&S 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

SDNY 

EVANS 

VI ANAR 

BIHN 

VI ANAR 
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COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

17 

2/6/86 

2:28  pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

IP&S 

MOLL 

IP&S 

18 

2/10/es 

1:23  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

19 

2/20/86 

2:35  pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

DERGO 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

DERGO 

20 

2/23/86 

2:58  pm 

EDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

MINARDOS  ■ 

DERGO 

21 

2/24/86 

1:40  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 

FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 

3IHN 

FLEAR 

KCPKA 

FLEAR 

22 

2/26/86 

12:01  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

23 

2/27/86 

11:57  am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

24 

2/27/86 

noon 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

25 

2/27/86 

12:12  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

26 

2/27/86 

12:30  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

DERGO 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 

27 

3/11/86 

2:00  pm 

EDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

- 
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COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

28 

3/12/86 

1:30 

pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

29 

3/14/86 

11:33 

am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

5IT 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

30 

3/18/86 

2:02 

pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

DERGO 

31 

3/19/86 

12:34 

pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 

FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 

KCPKA 

FLEAR 

BIHN 

FLEAR 

32 

3/19/86 

12:50 

pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 

FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 

KOPKA 

FLEAR 

BIHN 

FLEAR 

33 

3/20/86 

4:33 

pm 

EDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

DERGO 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

34 

3/23/86 

9:42 

am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

DERGO 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

BAR’ AM 

DERGO 

35 

3/25/86 

10:05 

am 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 

FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 

KOPKA 

FLEAR 

BIHN 

FLEAR 
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COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

36 

3/25/86 

4 : 44  pm 

SONY 

EVANS 

MINARDOS 

R.  El SENBERG 
G.  El SENBERG 
NORTHROP 
FLEARMOY 
KOPKA 

BIHN 

37 

3/26/86 

7:25  am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

R.  El SENBERG 
G.  El SENBERG 
MINARDOS 

38 

4/1/86 

12:07  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEARMOY 

KOPKA 

BIHN 

39 

4/1/86 

12:17  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

FLEARMOY 

KOPKA 

BIHN 

40 

4/3/86 

4:49  am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

MINARDOS 

- 

R.  El SENBERG 
G.  El SENBERG 
NORTHROP 

BAR' AM 

41 

4/6/86 

10:15  am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

FLEARMOY 

KOPKA 

BIHN 

42 

4/9/86 

6:30  am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

R.  E I SENBERG 
G.  El SENBERG 
MINARDOS 
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SCHEME 

BIT 

DERGO 

FLEAR 

BIT 

DERGO 

BIT 

BIT 

DERGO 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

BIT 

DERGO 

BIT 

DERGO 

BIT 

BIT 

DERGO 

DERGO 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

FLEAR 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 

BIT 


fid 


COUNT 

DATE 

TIME 

DISTRICT 

CHARGED 

SCHEME 

43 

4/10/86 

11:40  am 

SNDY 

EVANS 

BIT 

EVANS 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

DERGO 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

BAR' AM 

DERGO 

44 

4/10/86 

4:24  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

DERGO 

NORTHROP 

DERGO 

BAR' AM 

DERGO 

MINARDOS 

DERGO 

45 

4/12/86 

10:21  am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

FLEAR 

FLEARMOY 

FLEAR 

BIHN 

FLEAR 

KOPKA 

FLEAR 

46 

4/15/86 

4:25  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

47 

4/16/86 

7:41  am 

EDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

48 

4/17/86 

5:19  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

IP&S 

MOLL 

IP&S 

49 

4/18/86 

1:04  pm 

SDNY 

EVANS 

BIT 

IP&S 

R.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

G.  EISENBERG 

BIT 

MINARDOS 

BIT 

MOLL 

IP&S 

(Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Sections  1343  and  2). 
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COUNT  FIFTY 


The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

39.  The  allegations  contained  in  paragraphs  22  through 
25  of  this  Indictment  are  repeated  and  realleged  as  though  fully 
set  forth  herein. 

40.  On  or  about  February  24,  1986,  in  the  Southern 

District  of  New  York  and  elsewhere,  the  defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS 
unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
executing  and  attempting  to  execute  the  scheme  and  artifice 
described  in  paragraphs  22  through  25  of  this  Indictment,  caused 
to  be  delivered  by  mail  according  to  the  direction  thereon  from 
London,  England  to  New  York,  New  York,  certain  nail  matter  to  be 
sent  and  delivered  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service,  to  wit,  a 
mailing  containing  ’’Performa  [sic]  Invoice  Number  -  2199/86  - 
PROMIL, "  listing  the  supply  tine,  price  and  quantity  of  military 
equipment  described  by  reference  to  its  B.I.T.  catalogue  number. 

(Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  1341.) 
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COUNT  FIFTY-ONE 


The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

41.  The  allegations  contained  in  paragraphs  26  through 
28  of  this  Indictment  are  repeated  and  realleged  as  though  fully 
set  forth  herein. 

42.  On  or  about  March  18,  1986,  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York  and  elsewhere,  the  defendant  SAMUEL  EVANS 
unlawfully,  wilfully  and  knowingly,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
executing  and  attempting  to  execute  the  sceme  and  artifice 
described  in  paragraphs  26  through  28  of  this  Indictment,  caused 
to  be  delivered  by  mail  according  to  the  direction  thereon  from 
London,  England  to  New  York,  New  York,  certain  mail  matter  to  be 
sent  and  delivered  by  the  United  States  Postal  Service,  to  wit,  a 
mailing  containing  a  list  of  military  equipment  and  a  discussion 
of  end  user  certificates  on  the  letterhead  of  Dergo  Establishment. 

(Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  1341.) 
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COUNT  FIFTY- TWO 


The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

43.  On  or  about  April  3,  1986,  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York  and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS, 
WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  ABRAHAM  BAR'AM,  and  NICO  MINARDOS,  unlawfully, 
knowingly  and  willfully  in  a  license  application,  to  wit,  an 
Application/License  for  Permanent  Export  of  Unclassified  Defense 
Articles  and  Related  Unclassified  Technical  Data,  Form  DSP-5, 


filed  by  Liberty  Electronics,  Inc.,  548  Broadway,  Mew  York,  New 
York  10012,  to  export  the  following  items  used  for  radar 
AN/APQ120  System  on  F4  Aircraft: 


50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/238 

50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/237 

50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/123 

50 

Potentiometer 

P/N 

900217/239 

50 

Symchro 

P/N 

900141/70 

50 

Symchro 

P/N 

900130/35 

50 

Symchro 

P/N 

917010/1 

700 

Gyro 

P/N 

GG250A12 , 

made  and  caused  to  be  made  an  untrue  statement  of  a  material 
fact,  to  wit,  the  following  false  responses  to  the  following 
questions: 

QUESTION  RESPONSE 

Country  of  Ultimate  TEL  AVIV,  ISRAEL 

Destination 


Name  and  Address  of  GOVT  OF  ISRAEL/MOD 

Foreign  end-user  ISRAELI  AIRFORC [ E ]  HEADQUARTERS 

HAKIRYA  TEL  AVIV,  ISRAEL. 


(Title  22,  United  States  Code,  Section  2778(c), 
Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  2.) 
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COUNT  FIFTY- FIVE 


The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

46.  On  or  about  April  8,  1986,  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York  and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS, 
WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  ABRAHAM  BAR' AM,  and  NICO  MINARDOS,  unlawfully. 


knowingly  and  willfully  in  a  license  application,  to  wit,  an 
Application/License  for  Permanent  Export  of  Unclassified  Defense 
Articles  and  Related  Unclassified  Technical  Data,  Form  DSP-5, 
filed  by  Liberty  Electronics,  Inc.,  548  Broadway,  New  York,  New 
York  10012,  to  export  the  following  items  used  for  ground  support 
navigation  system  for  F4  Aircraft: 

1  Test  Console  P/N  23563, 

made  and  caused  to  be  made  an  untrue  statement  of  a  material 
fact,  to  wit,  the  following  false  respcnses  to  the  following 
questions : 


QUESTION  RESPONSE 

Country  of  Ultimate  TEL  AVIV,  ISRAEL 

Destination 


Name  and  Address  of  GOVT  OF  I SRAEL/M . O . D . 

Foreign  end-user  ISRAELI  AIRFORCE  HEADQUARTERS 

HAKIRYA  TEL  AVIV,  ISRAEL. 


(Title  22,  United  States  Code,  Section  2778(c), 
Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  2.) 
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COUNT  FIFTY- FOUR 


The  Grand  Jury  further  charges: 

45.  On  or  about  April  3,  1986,  in  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York  and  elsewhere,  the  defendants  SAMUEL  EVANS, 
WILLIAM  NORTHROP,  ABRAHAM  BAR' AM,  and  NICO  MINARDOS,  unlawfully. 


knowingly  and  willfully  in  a  license  application,  to  wit,  an 
Application/License  for  Permanent  Export  of  Unclassified  Defense 
Articles  and  Related  Unclassified  Technical  Data,  Form  DSP-5, 
filed  by  Liberty  Electronics,  Inc.,  548  Broadway,  New  York,  New 
York  10012,  to  export  the  following  items  used  for  ground  support 
for  F4  Aircraft: 

50  Pilot  Tester  TTU205BE, 

made  and  caused  to  be  made  an  untrue  statement  of  a  material 
fact,  to  wit,  the  following  false  responses  to  the  following 
false  questions: 


QUESTION  RESPONSE 

Country  of  Ultimate  TEL  AVIV,  ISRAEL 

Destination 


Name  and  Address  of  GOVT  OF  ISRAEL/M. O.D. 

Foreign  end-user  ISRAELI  AIRFORCE  HEADQUARTERS 

HAKIRYA  TEL  AVIV,  ISRAEL. 


(Title  22,  United  States  Code,  Section  2778(c), 
Title  18,  United  States  Code,  Section  2.) 
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UNITED  BTATEB  CLAIMS  COURT 


GARV  HOWARD  AND  RONALD  TUCKER  ) 

) 

v»  )  366-S7  C 

> 

UNITED  CTATE9  OP  AMERICA  ) 


AFFIDAVIT 

OF 

WllLIAM  WARREN  NORTHROP 


COMEG  NOW  WILLIAM  WARREN  NORTHROP.  and  Being  of  lawful  ape  end 
flrmt  duly  sworn.  ospose*  anci  says • 


1.  I  Make  th*  fil  lowing  statement  sa«»d  on  c»r«an«i  knoMl»dp« 
and/dt1  inffrrMst  icn  and  b*M«f  and  bhat  I  an  comoatant  to  taatify 
to  tha  matter  hat'ajn  stated. 


£.  During  th#  Bumwar  of  1909,  the  Bovammant  of  Israel  #nt er«o 
lihto  a  contract  with  the  Islamic  Reoublio  of  Iran  t©  deliver  a 
anjomaht  of  Dafvnaa  material,  This  material  consisted  of  850 
tires  for  F-4  "Phantom**  aircraft,  aotia  soar*  carta  for  TPS-4.T 
radar  (HAWK  system!  and  assorted  ammunition.  The  total  value  of 
th«  contract  was  slightly  less  than  *1,000,000.  Ths  Bmarieah 
Gevernment  was  informed,  inttally  through  tha  American 
Ambassador  to  Israel,  SAMUEL  LEWIE,  and  later  a  discussion  was 
hsld  between  President  JIMMY  CARTER  and  Prime  Minister  MEKIACHE* 
BEGIN,  These  discussions  and  the  approval  of  tne  sale  by  the 
Americans  took.  place  prior  to  the  delivery  of  the  goods. 


d.  curing  December  of  i960.  General  MENACHEM  MERON,  the  laraal 
Military  Attache  to  the  Israeli  Cmbaesy  in  Washington  a*«eo 
M0RR13  AMXTAY  to  ascertain  the  new  admi nistret ion*  s  policy  on 
Israeli  arm  sale*  te  Iran.  AMXTAY,  an  American  oiticen  and 
Official  ©f  the  American  Israel  Political  Action  Committee 
(RIPRO  contacted  RICHARD  V.  allEN,  the  President-elect*  a  foreign 
do 1 i vy  advisor.  ALLCN  cheeked  and  advised  AM ITAV  of  the  new 
•dirt  1  nt  fct  r At  i  C*r»f  •  noo^val, 

General  MERON  later  bSCSMO  the  Director  Senural  ©f  the 
Israeli  Ministry  of  Defense  and  was  tne  key  bl«y«r  curing  the 
"coffee"  ooerat  ions.  .  .  IRAN— CONTRA, 
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4.  On  e«  February  1901,  Iirivll  Foreign  Minister  VTZHAK  RHAMIR 
and  ALEXANDCR  HA  10,  the  American  6io»'«twy  of  State  mot  and 
di»cy»Mdf  among  other  things,  the  shiowisnt  of  Affter  lean-made 
j^itAoori  to  I  man.  MAXQ  oonvvytd  aooroval  following  dl  ecus*  1  or.* 
bttwvvn  him  State  Department  count«lor(  ROBERT  C,  MCFAPL-ONS,  and 
the  Olrvct'or  Ovnertl  of  lirael'  «  Foreign  Minietry,  DhYIft  KSMRHB. 


S.  During  March  of  1901 f  Israel  agreed  to  suooly  approximately 
I7f  0M«060  worth  of  evert  part*  for  American-Made  C-129  Aircraft 
and  ccntmunicat  ions  touipment*  The  American  Ambassador  to  I eras*, 
SAMUEL  LCWIO,  was  i n for mod  and  Israel  warn  allowed  to  reolenisn 
stocks  frniki  AMartean  sources. 


Om  During  July  of  1901,  tho  State  of  Israel  tqrttd  tr»  supply 
the  Islamic  Republic  of  Iran  with  a  ©me  S&ftS,  009,  09A  w»rth  of 
military  tquioMtnt,  This  consisted  of  several  deals  uruhrml  1  ereri 
into  one  largo  contract  by  the  Arms  Gale*  Commit tea  of  tho 
Ministry  of  Defense. 

Cno  part  of  thlo  transaction  involved  2S9  tons  of  noire 
Darts  for  tanka  valued  at  Approximately  987.0  million.  Several 
arms  dealers*  including  AND  AC  Aft  JENNl  and  IAN  9MALLGY  fronted  the 
transaction  on  the  Israeli  aide.  The  Iranian  front  Man  wee  ARMED 
KMUDMRI,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Iranian  Ministry  of  Defense.  The 
contract  called  for  the  air*  delivery  of  l£  loaoe  of  material  from 
Tel  Aviv  to  1  «htr«n  via  Lannapa.  Cyprus.  The  material  in  tki* 
contract  consisted  of  scare  parts  for  MBT*  and  M-113  ADCs 

some  of  which  was  manufactured  ai  URDAN  in  Net  any  a«  Israel,  while 
the  remainder  was  American-made. 

A  small  French  firm  fronted  the  delivery,  chartering  a  TA3 
(Argentina)  CL.-44  turboprop  aircraft  for  the  flights.  On  18  July 
19B1,  the  CL-44  aircraft,  designated  VR-S&4,  returning  from  it* 
third  trio  to  Iran,  wandered  off  ©curse  over  Turkey  and  into 
Soviet  el  reuses.  Zt  was  shot  down  by  Soviet  interosotors. 

The  remainder  of  the  materials  were  delivered  on  «ch»dultf 
including  wheel  and  brake  assemblies  for  F-4  ’‘Phantom11  aircraft, 
common  l  cat ions  equipment  and  spare  parHs,  lSSmm  Recoils**  Rifles. 
Mortars,  small  arms,  ammunition,  and  ssare  parte  for  TCB-43 
radars. 

The  United  states  Ambassador  to  Israel,  whihull  l^nZS,  was 
orovided  a  complete  list  of  the  items  being  sold.  In  addition, 
the  CIA  maintained  electronic  eurvel  1  lenoe  on  the  Iranian 
purchasing  office  in  London,  where  the  deale  were  concluded. 
Israel  was  allowed  to  rvolvnlth  certain  stocks  from  American 
sources* 
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?«  During  May  of  190<2,  Israel i  Defense  MiniBtar,  ARIEL  SHARON 
informed  Aw»ric»n  Seer# tary  of  Gtate  ALEXANDER  HAJQ  and  Defense 
s#c1*"**ry  CROPER  WBXNBEROER  that  Icrael  lntonded  to  nail  !,% 

approximately  *80,  ftfefe,  0®®  worth  of  f arael 1—mad*  to  the  VV 

Islamic  Republic  of  Iran.  The  order  ooneleted  of 
J GSmrn  Mortar*  manuf acture*  by  60LTAM,  lesrnm  Rccollpse  Rifles 
manufactured  by  38RACL  MILITARY  INDUSTRIES  and  asserted 
ammunition  M«nuf «et urod  fay  both. 


0.  During  July  of  19BS,  tne  0«v»rnni«nt  of  Israel  an i  poor; 
Orr«»'iean-M«d»  MK~fc6,9  fuses  <M*nuf oeturod  in  Lon*  star  Qrsonal  in 
Tcxai’kan#,  Te*es>  *J©r.g  with  90, 0<9®  hand  grsnades  to  w#n»hr....«*^ 
in  Port v gal.  Thim  cargo  was  than  loaded  aboard  a  Danish  «rnp  th# 
hOENSTED  Unas,  caotair.ed  by  on*  THOMAS  9TRMEECM,  #  Sritish 
Na  t  i  ona  1 , 

Tha  sal  l ar  of  thi«  cargo  was  WESTERN  DYNAMICS,  ar,  O^srtchn 
f"'M  «-wnsd  by  on*  HOUSHfiNO  LAVI,  an  Iranian  born  African 
c»  t  i  iiri. 


STRHEECH  dsliversd  his  cargo  to  f’e  Iranian  port  c.f  Bandar 
El-Obass  Wh*r»  it  -.*»  i-sjietad  by  the  local  author  it  ioo  for 
ro«ao^«*  ur«kr»owvi  to  ycwr  daoonant. 


After  contact  trig  both  MOENSTED  ar.d  WESTERN  DYNAMICS,  STRHEECH 
then  sold  fch*  care©  to  Iraq. 


"'"ha  gcvernnient  of  th*  Url  it  J  States  waa  informed  ©f  t^ia 
transfer  orior  to  it  leaving  Israel  and  approved. 


3.  During  September  >jf  i9DS,  tha  Government  ©f  Israel  in 
conjuntion  with  the  Oover orneet  of  the  United  Gtstps  entered  into  ^  , 
an  agreement  to  support  dial dent  elements  within  Iran  in  an  £  j 

attempted  coup.  The  Government  of  Israel  agreed  t-j  supply  tfl{M?  '*■ 
mj i 1  ion  worth  Of  captured  Soviet  arms,  which  wee  to  be  auoplied 
Vf ‘rough  Sudan.  for  reasons  unknown  to  your  dsoonant,  this  eoua 
wsa  sbortod. 


I®,  During  November  of  196&,  the  Government  ©f  Terrel  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  the  Islemlo  Republic  of  Iran  to  supply 
l®00  TOW  Missiles,  The  veigriirial  agreement  was  arranged  between 
JEAN-PIKRRC  DELANE8E,  acting  on  behalf  of  the  Iranian  Ministry  of  ■ 
Defense  and  an  larsell  arms  dealer  acting  on  behalf  of  tSo  i 

Israeli  Mi nletry  of  Defense,  Permission  was  sought  and  receivoe  *“ 

from  the  American  government  and  Israel  wah  allowed  to  reolenieh 
their  stocks  with  I -TOW  M i  te» »  i  1 ««-  Tha  ■Hiora»r<s4:  w  <Mi  t c. 

via  Amsterdam  on  a  char*t area  aircraft . 
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XI,  In  each  And  every  instance  of  war  materia Is  heing  eant  by 
Israel  to  the  Islamic  Republic  of  I**An,  whatna*'  «woh  Kata^lala 
war*  of  American  origin  on  not,  the  government  of  the  Uni tort 
B(at«a  woo  infermad  in  advanaa  and  asoroved  prion  to  ahipaant. 


lit.  Further  youn  affiant  sayeth  not. 


STATE  OP  OKLAHOMA  ) 

)  B8. 

COUNTY  OP  OKLAHOMA  > 

Before  ms,  the  undersigned,  a  Notary  Public  withir.  and  for 
the  State  of  OUlahoma,  on  thie  14th  day  of  Nov/aMbar,  X 
oarsonally  aepaat'dd  William  Warren  Northroe,  to  mo  known  to  Ue 
the  Identical  eareon  who  executed  tho  a»o*/e  and  foregoing 
Affidavit,  and  oaraenally  acknowledged  to  me  that  he  haa  read, 
understood  and  signed  the  name  and  that  he  executed  the  earn*  aa 
hla  free  and  voluntary  act  and  deed  for  the  ueee  and  surooaee 
therein  set  forth. 

% 

IN  WITNESS  WEREOF.  I  have  hereunto  affixed  my  aignature  aw i 
official  seal  thd  day  and  date  heretofore  stated. 

Notary  Public 


My  eomrfll*«lon  •noirtii 
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WILLIAM  NORTHROP.  Defendant's  witness, 
vss  duly  sworn. 

THE  CLERK:  Would  you  bs  seated,  please. 
Sir,  would  you  state  your  full  name,  spell 
your  last  name  for  the  record. 

THE  WITNESS:  My  name  is  William  Warren 
Northrop,  N-o-r-t-h-r-o-p. 

THE  CLERK:  Thank  you. 

DIRECT  EXAMINATION 

BY  MR.  SCOTT: 

Q  Mr.  Northrop,  are  you  acquainted  with  the 
defendant  Richard  Brenneke? 

A  Yes,  I  am. 

Q  How  long  have  you  known  Mr.  Brenneke? 

A  Oh,  20  years.  Thereabouts. 

Q  Mr.  Northrop,  are  you  a  United  States  citizen? 

A  Yes,  sir,  I  am. 

Q  Do  you  hold  citizenship  in  any  other  country? 

A  Yes,  I  do. 

Q  And  could  you  tell  the  jurors  which  countries? 

A  I  am  a  dual  national.  I  hold  citizenship  in  the 
State  of  Isreal. 
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Q  -  Mr.  Northrop,  would  you  be  able  to  tell  the 
jurors  how  you  know  Mr.  Brenneke  and  where  you  first  came 
into  contact  with  him. 

A  I  first  came  across  Mr.  Brenneke  on  a  little 
weekend  jaunt  in  1967,  I  believe  late  1967,  at  the  Royal 
Thai  Air  Base  at  U  Taphao,  Thailand. 

Q  And  was  that  air  base  occupied  by  any  entity 
known  to  you  as  a  proprietary  of  the  CIA? 

A  Ves.  The  Air  America  people  used  U  Taphao  to 
stage  operations. 

Q  Have  you  met  Mr.  Brenneke  in  any  other 
localities? 

A  Yes.  in  the  late  summer  of  1980,  I  ran  across 
Mr.  Brenneke  in  Lahore,  Pakistan. 

Q  What  was  Mr.  Brenneke  doing  when  you  met  him  in 
Lahore,  Pakistan? 

A  Mr.  Brenneke  was  transporting  cargo  into  the 
Lahore  Airport  in  Pakistan. 

Q  Did  you  have  any  way  of  determining  what  type  of 
cargo  that  might  have  been,  whether  it  was  fruit  or 
vegetables  or  — 

A  Well,  I'm  not  sure  what  the  cargo  was,  in  all 
honesty.  However,  the  cargo  was  destined  for  the 
militarized  zone  on  the  border  between  Afghanistan  and  ' 
Pakistan.  The  cargo  was  destined  for  the  Mujahideen 
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JOHN  SHAHEEN,  President  of  John  Shaheen  Natural 
Resources  Company  Incorporated  and  New  Foundland  Refinery 
Corporation  with  offices  at  90  Park  Avenue  telephone  number 
867-0250  was  interviewed  at  his  office  concerning  his  relationship 
with  CYRUS  HASHEMI. 

Specif ically,  SHAHEEN  was  questioned  regarding 
his  contacts  with  Director  WILLIAM  CASEY  of  the  Central 
Intelligence  Agency  (CIA)  or  other  representatives  of  the 
CIA  regarding  CYRUS  HASHEMI.  SHAHEEN*  began  by  providing 
a  background  on  himself.  He  stated  he  was  a  former  Captain 
in  the  United  States  Navy  with  extensive  service  in  World 
War  II  ( WW I I )  especially,  in  the  Office  of  Strategic  Services 
(OSS)  where  he  met  WILLIAM  CASEY.  SHAHEEN  also  served  in 
the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Navy  where  he  was  involved 
in  highly  secretive  counterintelligence  and  counterespionage 
activities.  He  stated  that  he  has  maintained  a  relationship 
with  WILLIAM  CASEY  since  WWII  days  and  considers  him  a  close 
personal  friend.  He  advised  that  he  is  also  acquainted 
with  others  in  government  including  former  Presidents,  President 
REAGAN,  Secretary  of  State  GEORGE  SCHULTZ,  Attorney  General 
WILLIAM  FRENCH  SMITH,  and  current  White  House  Counsellor 
EDWIN  MEESE.  He  advised  that  he  is  also  acquainted  with 
several  officials  of  the  CIA  including  the  Chief  of  the 
Near  East  Branch.  For  reasons  of  security,  this  man  will 
not  be  identified  in  this  document. 


SHAHEEN  stated  that  he  was  introduced  to  CYRUS 
HASHEMI  in  late  1979  or  early  1980  by  a  former  Iranian  Ambassador 
to  the  United  States  whose  name  he  could  not  recall  during 
the  period  of  the  interview.  The  introduction  to  HASHEMI 
took  place  at  HASHEMI 1 s  offices  at  9  West  57th  Street  which 
SHAHEEN  identified  as  the  Gulf  Bank.  As  SHAHEEN  recalls 
it,  the  introduction  was  arranged  after  the  unnamed  Iranian 
Ambassador  to  the  United  States  had  advised  SHAHEEN  that 
HASHEMI  had  extensive  contacts  in  Iran  (as  SHAHEEN  recalls 
it  HASHEMI  had  a  relative  who  was  in  the  Iranian  parliament)  , 
and  after  HASHEMI  had  been  identified  as  having  extensive  ^  9 

contacts  in  the  oil  comm jni ties  in  Iran,  Tunisia  (because  /9  / 
of  HASHEMI 1  s  marriage  into  an  aristocratic  Tunisian  famil-y)/ 
and  Nigeria  where  HASHEMI  apparently  had  extensive  busrnesy:.^ 
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and  commercial  contacts.  SHAHEEN  stated  that  he  is  in  the 
oil  business  and  as  such  requires  contracts  to  purchase 
oil  for  refinement  at  various  refineries  operated  by  or 
contracted  for  his  company.  His  purpose  in  meeting  HASHEMI 
was  to  cultivate  him  as  a  source  of  contacts  for  oil  contract 
purchases  in  Iran,  Nigeria  and  Tunisia.  He  explained  that 
since  the  Presidential  embargo  as  a  result  of  the  Iranian 
hostage  crises,  SHAHEEN ' s# company  has  purchased  no  oil  from 
Iran  although  he  expects  £hat  in  the  near  future  United 
States  law  will  allow  such  purchases.  SHAHEEN  advised  that 
although  he  could  not  make  purchases  of  Iranian  crude  oil 
he  could  definetly  purchase  Nigerian  or  Tunisian  oil  and 
to  this  end  HASHEMI  would  have  been  a  good  contact.  He 
stated  that  his  inquiry  regarding  HASHEMI  determined  that 
he  had  extensive  contacts  in  Nigeria  and  Tunisia  and  he 
solicited  HASHEMI's  assistance  in  acquiring  such  contacts. 

He  advised  that  HASHEMI  has  been  unable  to  establish  sufficient 
contacts  for  SHAHEEN  which  have  actually  resulted  in  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  crude  oil  however  he  has  made  extensive 
efforts  as  far  as  SHAHEEN  is  concerned  in  this  regard. 

To  this  end  he  has  had  several  lunch,  dinner  and  office 
appointments  with  HASHEMI. 

SHAHEEN  continued  that  although  he  was  with  the 
Offices  of  Strategic  Services  (OSS)  in  WWII  that  he  is  currently 
a  businessman  and  is  not  at  present  associated  with  any 
intelligence  activities  of  the  United  States  government. 

He  advised  that  he  continues  to  maintain  his  long  established 

contacts  in  the  United  States  government,  has  throughout 

the  years  supported  candidates  for  both  elected  and  appointed 

office  and  has  on  more  than  one  occasion  passed  information 

to  United  States  officials  which  he  learned  in  his  capacity 

as  an  international  businessman.  SHAHEEN  stated  that  he  mentioned 

HASHEMI  to  persons  in  the  CIA  because  during  the  course 

of  SHAHEEN' s  contact  with  HASHEMI  he  determined  that  HASHEMI 

might  be  able  to  play  some  role  in  either  alleviating  the 

hostage  crises  in  Iran  or  in  establishing  a  dialogue  with 

the  KHOEMINI  government  and  the  United  States.  He  stated 

that  he  made  these  contacts  including  a  contact  with  Director 

WILLIAM  CASEY  of  the  CIA  on  a  strictly  voluntary  basis, 

acting  on  his  own  at  all  times  without  prompting  from  HASHEMI 

or  any  one  connected  to  HASHEMI.  He  emphasized  that  as 

a  businessman  and  a  political  realist  he  was  aware  that 

sooner  or  later,  despite  the  Iranian  hostage  crises,  the 

Uni  ted ; States  would  have  to  engage  in  some  type  of  relationship* 

with  Iran  and  believed  that  HASHEMI  might  play  some  type 

of  rcle  in  establishing  that  relationship,  however  minor. 

He  stated  he  was  not  aware  of  United  States  policy  regarding 
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Iran  except  through  what  he  reid  in  the  papers  or  obtained 
from  conversation  through  his  established  contacts.  He 
knew  that  the  United  States  policy  with  regards  to  Iran 
during  the  period  of  the  hostage  crises  was  in  a  state  of 
crises,  a  situation  which  continued  for  sometime  after  the 
hostages  were  released  upon  President  REAGAN'S  inauguration. 

SHAHEEN  recalled  Vaguely  that  in  October  of  1983 
afcer  he  had  a  conversation  with  WILLIAM  CASEY  at  a  date, 
place  and  time  unrecalled,  a  conversation  wherein  SHAHEEN 
explained  to  CASEY  his  knowledge  of  HASHEMI  and  how  he  thought 
HASHEMI  might  have  some  value  to  the  United  States  with  regards 
to  Iran,  SHAHEEN  met  with  one  of  CASEY's  representatives 
who  was  the  Chief  of  a  Near  East  Branch  of  the  CIA.  SHAHEEN 
recalled  that  at  the  luncheon  meeting  he  explained  his  knowledge 
of  HASHEMI  and  how  he  thought  HASHEMI  might  have  some  impact 
on  the  current  Iranian  situation. 

SHAHEEN  stated  that  he  did  not  know  at  the  time 
that  CYRUS  HASHEMI  was  under  investigation  for  violations 
of  the  Federal  Law  and  that  his  meeting  with  Chief  Near 
East  Branch  was  friendly  and  cordial  and  that  the  information 
he  provided  was  taken  in  the  spirit  in  which  it  was  offered. 

He  stated  that  this  meeting  was  not  the  only  time  that  he 
discussed  HASHEMI  with  representatives  of  the  CIA  and  recalled 
that  as  late  as  six  months  ago  he  raised  the  subject  of 
HASHEMI  to  the  CIA  and  other  represe tnat i ves  of  the  government 
at  which  time  he  was  informed  that  "HASHEMI  was  off  limits" 
and  the  government  desired  no  dealings  with  him.  SHAHEEN  stated 
that  at  that  time  he  was  informed  that  HASHEMI  was  under 
investigation  by  the  Federal  government  and  that  contacts 
by  the  CIA  or  other  United  States  government  representatives 
with  HASHEMI  would  be  counterproductive.  SHAHEEN  emphasized 
that  WILLIAM  CASEY  never  asked  SHAHEEN  to  contact  CYRUS 
HASHEMI  or  obtain  any  informatoin  about  HASHEMI  for  or  on 
behalf  of  CASEY  or  the  United  States  government.  He  stated 
that  HASHEMI  was  never  actually  aware  of  any  contacts  in 
government  made  by  SHAHEEN  and  he  restated  that  all  information 
he  passed  regarding  HASHEMI  to  the  United  States  government 
was  done  on  his  own  initiative  and  that  he  has  never  been 
tasked  or  asked  by  any  governmental  agency  to  provide  information 
regarding  HASHEMI. 

•SHAHEEN  continued  that  approximately  two  weeks 
ago  he  was  telephoned  by  CYRUS  HASHEMI  at  SHAHEEN ' s  office 
who  explained  at  the  time  that  he  was  in  trouble  with  the 
United  States  government  over  some  relatively  minor  matters 
and  asked  SHAHEEN  if  he  would  consent  to  see  former  Attorney 
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General  ELLIOT  RICHARDSON  whom  E^^EMI  had  retained  in  connection 
with  his  problems  with  the  government.  SHAHEEN  agreed  and 
stated  that  approximately  two  hours  after  his  telephone 
conversation  with  HASKEMI  ELLIOT  RICHARDSON  called  for  an 
appointment.  SHAHEEN  checked  his  records  of  the  RICHARDSON 
appointment  kept  by  his  secretary  which  were  viewed  by  the 
interviewing  agents  and  which  showed  that  ELLIOT  RICHARDSON 
was  in  SHAHEEN' s  office  at  90  Park  Avenue  on  Wednesday  February 
8 ,  1984  from  2:45  PM  until  *3:30  PM.  SHAHEEN  stated  that 
at  this  meeting  RICHARDSON  explained  to  him  that  HASHEMI 
was  under  investigation  by  the  United  States  government 
over  minor  violations  of  the  United  States  Customs  laws 
and  that  the  government  was  considering  an  indictment  of 
HASHEMI.  RICHARDSON  advised  SHAHEEN  that  he  thought  the 
investigation  and  probable  indictment  of  HASHEMI  was  iladvised 
because  of  three  reasons.  SHAHEEN  stated  that  RICHARDSON 
told  him  that  the  government  should  not  proceed  with  an 
indictment  of  HASHEMI  for  these  same  three  reasons.  SHAHEEN 
explained  that  RICHARDSON  indicated  that  RICHARDSON  believed 
that  HASHEMI  was  owed  a  debt  of  gratitude  for  the  activities 
of  HASHEMI  in  connection  with  the  Iranian  hostage  situation. 
SHAHEEN  explained  that  he  was  not  familiar  with  these  activities 
and  was  not  aware  that  HASHEMI  was  involved  in  any  negotiation 
regarding  the  hostages.  SHAHEEN  stated  that  secondly,  RICHARDSON 
advised  against  an  indictment  of  HASHEMI  because  should 
HASHEMI  be  required  to  identify  himself  certain  information 
which  would  be  very  sensitive  and  damaging  to  the  United 
States  government  would  necessarily  be  exposed  by  HASHEMI 
in  his  defense  against  the  charges. 

SHAHEEN  further  stated  that  RICHARDSON'S  third 
reason  for  contacting  SHAHEEN  regarding  this  matter  was 
because  of- SHAHEEN 's  relationship  (as  interpreted  by  RICHARDSON) 
with  HASHEMI  indicating  that  if  HASHEMI  were  indicted  he 
could  no  longer  be  of  any  service  to  SHAHEEN.  RICHARDSON 
then  asked  SHAHEEN  if  SHAHEEN  would  contact  "BILL"  CASEY 
(Director,  CIA)  on  HASHEMI 's  behalf.  SHAHEEN  stated  that 
he  replied  that  he  could  see  several  people  on  HASHEMI 's 
behalf  including  EDWIN  MEESE,  GEORGE  SCHULTZ,  and  others 
but  that  his  long  experience  with  the  United  states  government 
caused  him  to  advise  RICHARDSON  that  if  HASHEMI  had  violated 
the  law  he  ought  to  be  prepared  to  pay  the  consequences 
and  only  if  HASHEMI  had  something  of  extreme  value  to  the 
United  States  government  of  an  intelligence  nature;  (such 
as  information  relating  to  the  proposed  closure  of  the  Straits 
of  Hormuz,  or  some  other  crucial  Middle  East-Iranian  matter), 
would  policy  makers  in  the  United  States  government  attempt 
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to  intervene  with  federal  prosecutors.  SHAHEEN  advised  RICHARDSON 
that  unless  such  information  was  extremely  important  he 
doubted  if  United  States  policy  makers  or  his  contacts  in 
government  would  attempt  to  interfere  with  any  federal  investigation. 
He  emphasized  again  that  if  HASHEMI  had  "four  aces  in  his 
deck"  that  now  was  the  time  to  play  them  with  the  United 
States  government  if  in  fact  he  was  in  serious  trouble  for 
violating  United  States  laws. 

SHAHEEN  stated  that  his  meeting  with  RICHARDSON 
was  cordial  but  that  he  did  not  contact  CASEY  or  any  other 
CIA  representative  regarding  HASHEMI  on  the  basis  of  this 
specific  meeting  with  RICHARDSON,  taking  the  cue  in  prior 
meetings  he  had  had  with  the  CIA  as  referred  to  above  which 
indicated  that  HASHEMI  was  "off  limits". 

SHAHEEN  stated  that  HASHEMI  telephoned  him  at 
his  office  on  February  9th  at  11:40  AM  and  asked  SHAHEEN 
if  RICHARDSON  had  met  with  HASHEMI.  SHAHEEN  confirmed  his 
meeting  with  RICHARDSON  and  again  emphasized  to  HASHEMI 
that  it  was  apparent  that  HASHEMI  was  in  serious  trouble 
with  the  Federal  government  and  that  if  he  had  something 
valuable  of  intelligence  interest  to  pass  to  the  United  ' 

States  government  that  perhaps  now  was  the  time  to  do  so. 

HASHEMI  agreed  and  stated  that  he  in  fact  did  have  something 
of  value.  SHAHEEN  ended  the  interview  by  stating  that  in 
fact  HASHEMI  telephoned  him  today,  February  21,  1984,  to  discuss 
matters  relating  to  a  business  deal  and  again  HASHEMI  indicated 
that  he  was  in  serious  trouble  with  the  United  States  government 
asd  asked  SHAHEEN  to  arrange  a  meeting  with  someone  whom 
he  could  discuss  this  information  with.  SHAHEEN  did  not 
agree  to  do  so  but  instead  referred  HASHEMI  to  various  United 
States  government  directories  all  of  which  contained  the 
address  and  phone  number  of  various  United  States  intelligence 
communities  such  as  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation 
(FBI),  CIA,  the  Defense  Intelligence  Agency  and  others, 
which  could  take  his  information  and  evaluate  it  appropriately. 
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r  un  2-rules  or  procedure  of  the  task  force  of 

MEM  HERS  OF  THE  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  FOREICN  AF¬ 
FAIRS  TO  INVESTIGATE  CERTAIN  ALLEGATIONS  CON¬ 
CERNING  THE  HOLDING  OF  AMERICANS  AS  HOSTAGES 

ItV  IRAN  IN  1980 

I  “October  Surprise  Task  Force"  I 
Rule  1.  Rules 

I  I  The  provisions  of  House  Resolution  2.58,  102nd  Congress,  2nd 
Session,  establishing  this  Task  Force,  and  the  Rules  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  where  not  inconsistent  therewith,  are  the  rules  of 
the  Task  Force,  together  with  these  Rules. 

1  2  These  Rules  may  be  modified,  amended,  or  re|>enlod  by  tin* 
Task  Force,  provided  that  a  notice  in  writing  of  the  proposed 
changes  has  been  given  to  each  member  at  least  18  hours  prior  to 
the  meeting  at  which  action  thereon  is  to  bo  taken.  Notwithstand¬ 
ing  tlie  provisions  of  Rule  2,  proxies  may  not  lie  used  in  any  vote  to 
modify,  amend,  adopt,  or  repeal  any  rule  of  the  Task  Force.  The 
changes  shall  become  effective  immediately  and  shall  he  published 
in  I  he  Congressional  Record. 

Rule  2.  Convening  of  Meetings 

2  I  The  Tusk  Force  may  schedule  a  regular  day  and  hour  lo 
meet 

2  2  The  chairman  shall  have  authority,  upon  proper  notice,  to 
call  such  additional  meetings  of  the  Task  Force  as  be  may  deem 
necessary,  and  to  dispense  with  regular  meetings  when,  in  his  judg¬ 
ment,  there  is  no  need  therefore,  and  may  delegate  suclr auf hority 
to  any  other  member  of  the  Task  Force. 

2  4  A  majority  of  the  members  of  the  Task  Force  may  call  a  so¬ 
cial  meeting  for  a  specific  matter  pursuant  to  the  procedures  sfieci- 
fied  in  House*  Rule  XI(2KcK2). 

2.1  In  the  case  of  any  meeting  of  the  Task  Force,  other  than  a 
regularly  scheduled  meeting,  the  clerk  of  the  Task  Force  shall 
notify  each  member  of  the  Task  Force  of  the  time  and  place  of  the 
meeting  and  shall  give  reasonable  notice  which,  except  in  extraor¬ 
dinary  circumstances,  shall  be  at  least  24  hours  in  advance  of  any 
meeting  held  in  Washington,  D  C.,  and  at  least  18  hours  in  the  case 
of  any  meeting  held  outside  Washington,  D  C. 

Rule  3.  Meeting  Procedures 

4  1  One  third  of  the  members  of  the  Task  Force  shall  constitute  a 
quorum  for  the  transaction  of  business  other  than  the  re|>orting  of 
a  matter,  which  shall  require  a  majority  of  the  Task  Force,  except 
that  two  members  shall  constitute  a  quorum  for  hearing  testimony. 
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it. ‘2  All  meetings  nr  hearings  of  I  hi*  Tusk  Force  shall  he  conducted 
in  open  session,  unless  n  majority  of  members  nl  the  I  ask  Force* 
voting,  there  being  in  attendance  at  least  two  members  ul  I  be  I  ask 
Force,  vote  to  close  a  meeting  or  hearing 

3.3  When  a  quorum  for  any  particular  purpose  is  present,  gener¬ 
al  proxies  may  be  counted  for  that  purpose.  Proxies  may  be  general 
or  may  be  limited  to  specific  matters  A  vote  by  any  member  of  the 
Task  Force  with  respect  to  any  matter  being  considered  may  be 
cast  by  proxy  if  the  proxy  authorization  is  in  writing,  asserts  that 
the  member  is  absent  on  official  business  or  is  otherwise  unable  to 
be  present,  and  designates  the  member  or  alternate  member  who  is 
to  execute  the  proxy  authorization.  Rach  proxy  to  be  effective  shall 
be  signer!  by  the  member  assigning  his  vote  and  shall  contain  the 
date  and  time  that  the  proxy  is  signed.  Proxies  shall  l>e  effective  at 
the  session  for  which  they  are  provided,  or  if  that  session  is  re¬ 
scheduled,  at  the  rescheduled  session.  Proxies  shall  not  reduce  the 
quorum  required  for  reporting  contempt  matters  and  will  not  be 
counted  towards  the  two-thirds  minimum  requirement  pursuant  to 
18  U.S.C.  §  6005  needed  to  seek  an  immunity  order. 

3.4  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  a  staff  officer  designated  by  the  chair¬ 
man  to  keep  or  cause  to  be  kept  a  stenographic  record  of  all  Task 
Force  proceedings.  All  transcripts,  affidavits,  and  depositions,  and 
copies  and  extracts  thereof ,  shall  be  the  property  of  the  Task  Force, 
and  not  of  the  witnesses,  unless  the  Task  Force  determines  other¬ 
wise. 

3.5  The  Chairman,  or  in  his  absence  a  member  designated  by  the 
chairman,  shall  preside  over  all  meetings  ami  hearings  of  the  Task 
Force 

Rule  I.  Subpoenas 

4.1  The  chairman,  upon  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republi¬ 
can  member,  shall  authorize  and  issue  subpoenas.  In  addition,  the 
Task  Force  may  itself  vote  to  authorize  and  issue  subpoenas  Sub¬ 
poenas  shall  be  issued  under  the  seal  of  the  House  and  attested  by 
the  Clerk,  and  may  be  served  by  any  persons  designated  by  the 
chairman.  Subpoenas  shall  be  issued  upon  the  chairman  s  signa¬ 
ture  or  that  of  a  member  designated  by  him  or  by  the  Task  Force. 

4.2  Orders  for  the  furnishing  of  information  by  interrogatory,  the 
inspecting  of  locations  and  systems  of  records  upon  notice  except  in 
exigent  circumstances,  the  obtaining  of  evidence  in  other  countries 
by  means  of  letters  rogatory  or  otherwise,  and  other  processes  for 
obtaining  information  available  to  the  Task  Force,  shall  be  author¬ 
ized  and  issued  by  the  chairman,  upon  consultation  with  the  rank¬ 
ing  Republican  member,  or  by  the  Task  Force.  In  addition  to  the 
procedures  provided  for  in  Rule  4.1  and  1.4,  requests  for  investiga¬ 
tions,  reports,  and  other  assistance  from  any  agency  of  the  execu¬ 
tive,  legislative,  and  judicial  branches  of  the  federal  government, 
may  be  made  by  the  chairman,  upon  consultation  with  the  ranking 
Republican  member,  or  by  the  Task  Force 

4.3  Provisions  may  be  included  in  the  process  of  the  I  ask  Force 
to  prevent  the  disclosure  of  Task  Force  demands  lor  information, 
when  deemed  necessary  for  the  security  of  information  or  the 
progress  of  the  investigation  by  the  chairman  or  member  designat¬ 


ed  by  him  or  the  Task  Force,  such  as  requiring  that  companies  re¬ 
ceiving  subpoenas  for  financial  or  toll  records  make  no  disclosure 
!o  customers  regarding  the  subpoena  for  ninety  days  or  prohibiting 
the  revelation  bv  witnesses  and  their  counsel  of  Task  Force  inquir¬ 
ies 

I  I  A  subpoena  duces  tecum  for  documents  may  be  issued  whose 
return  shall  occur  at  a  deposition  or  at  another  time  and  place 
other  than  at  a  hearing  or  meeting.  When  a  return  on  such  a  sub¬ 
poena  or  order  is  incomplete  or  accompanied  by  an  objection,  the 
chairman,  upon  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republican  member 
or,  if  unavailable,  the  senior  Republican  member,  may  convene  a 
meeting  or  hearing  on  shortened  notice  to  determine  tile  adequacy 
ol  the  return  and  to  rule  on  the  objection  or  may  refer  the  issues 
raised  by  the  return  for  decision  by  poll  of  the  Task  Force  At  a 
meeting  or  hearing  for  testimony  on  such  a  return,  two  members 
shall  constitute  a  quorum. 

Rule  5.  broadcasting.  Television,  and  Photography 

a  l  Whenever  any  hearing  or  meeting  conducted  by  the  Task 
Force  is  open  to  the  public,  the  Task  Force  may  permit  that  hear¬ 
ing  or  meeting  to  be  covered,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  television 
broadcast,  radio  broadcast,  and  still  photography,  or  by  any  of  such 
methods  of  coverage,  under  the  following  rules: 

(1)  If  the  television  or  radio  coverage  of  the  hearing  or  meet¬ 
ing  is  to  be  presented  to  the  public  as  live  coverage,  that  cover¬ 
age  shall  be  conducted  and  presented  without  commercial 
sponsorship. 

<2)  The  chairman  may  set  limits  on  the  number  of  television 
cameras,  all  operating  from  fixed  positions,  that  shall  be  per¬ 
mitted  in  a  hearing  room.  The  allocation  among  the  television 
media  of  the  positions  of  the  number  of  television  cameras  per¬ 
mitted  in  a  hearing  room  shall  be  in  accordance  with  fair  and 
equitable  procedures  devised  by  the  Executive  Committee  of 
|  the  Radio  and  Television  Correspondents’  (Galleries. 

|  <3)  Television  cameras  shall  be  placed  so  as  not  to  obstruct  in 

1  wa.v  the  space  between  any  witness  giving  evidence  or  t<*s- 

timony  and  any  member  of  the  committee,  or  the  visibility  of 
j  that  witness  and  that  member  to  each  other. 

I  111  'I  elevision  cameras  shall  not  bo  placed  in  positions  which 

i  obstruct  unnecessarily  the  coverage  of  the  bearing  or  meeting 

*  by  the  other  media. 

|  <5>  Equipment  necessary  for  coverage  by  the  television  and 

radio  media  shall  not  be  installed  in,  or  removed  from  the 
bearing  room  while  the  Task  Force  is  in  session. 

hi)  Floodlights,  spotlights,  and  flashguns  shall  not  be  used  in 
providing  any  method  of  coverage  of  the  hearing  or  meeting, 
except  that  the  television  media  may  install  additional  lighting 
in  the  hearing  room,  without  cost  to  the  (Government,  in  order 
to  raise  the  ambient  lighting  level  in  the  hearing  room  to  the 
lowest  level  necessary  to  provide  adequate  television  coverage 
of  the  hearing  at  the  current  state  of  the  art  of  television  cov¬ 
erage. 


(7)  The  chairman  may  set  limits  on  the  number  ol  press  pho¬ 
tographers  permitted  to  cover  a  hearing  or  meeting  by  still 
photography.  In  the  selection  ol  these  photographers,  prefer¬ 
ence  shall  be  given  to  photographers  Irom  Associated  Press 
Photos  and  United  Press  International  Newspictuies  If  re¬ 
quest  is  made  by  more  than  the  limit  set  by  the  chairman  foi 
coverage  ol  the  hearing  by  still  photogiuphy,  that  covin  age 
shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  a  lair  and  equitable  pool  arrange¬ 
ment  devised  by  the  Standing  Commit  toe  ol  Pi  ess  Photogra¬ 
phers. 

(H)  Photographers  shall  not  position  themselves,  at  any  time 
during  I  he  course  of  the  hearing  or  meeting.,  between  the  wit 
ness  table  and  the  Task  f  orce  members 

(11)  Photographers  shall  not  place  themselves  in  positions 
which  obstruct  unnecessarily  the  coverage  ol  the  hearing  or 
meeting  by  the  other -media. 

(10)  Personnel  providing  coverage  by  the  television  and  radio 
media  shall  be  then  currently  accredited  to  the  Press  Photog¬ 
raphers'  Gallery. 

(11)  Personnel  providing  coverage  by  still  photography  shall 
he  then  currently  accredited  to  the  Press  Photographers  Gal¬ 
lery. 

ll:0  IVrsnniH‘1  providing,  rover  agr  b\  lie  lelrvi  ion  ami  radio 
media  and  by  still  photographs  shall  condin  I  themselves  and 
their  coverage  activities  in  an  orderly  and  unobtrusive 
manner 

Rule  (i.  Taking  of  Tcslimnm  at  Heat  ings 

6.1  Witnesses  required  to  appear  belore  lie*  Task  force  shall  he 
given,  absent  extraordinary .  circumstances,  at  least  lorty-eight 
hours*  notice  and  all  witnesses  shall  he  furnished  with  a  copy  ol 
these  rules.  House  Rules  X  and  XI  and  H.  Res.  2f>h. 

6.2  All  witnesses  at  public  or  executive  hearings  who  testily  to 
matters  of  fact  shall  he  sworn  unless  the  chairman  authorizes 
waiver  of  the  oath. 

(i  ll  Members  of  the  Task  Force  who  so  desire  shall  have  not  to 
exceed  five  minutes  to  interrogate  each  witness  until  such  time  as 
each  member  has  had  an  opportunity  to  interrogate  such  witness 
The  presiding  member,  in  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republi¬ 
can  member  present,  may  establish  a  format  lor  additional  or  sus¬ 
tained  questioning  of  any  wr  it  ness  by  the  chair  or  by  another 
member. 

6.4  Counsel  representing  any  witness  and  accompanying  such 
witness  shall  be  permitted  to  be  present  during  the  testimony  of 
such  witness  at  any  public  or  executive  hearing,  and  to  advise  such 
witness  while  he  is  testifying  on  his  legal  rights;  provided,  however, 
that  in  the  case  of  any  witness  who  is  an  office?  or  employee  of  the 
government,  or  of  a  corporation  or  association,  or  represented^  by 
counsel  representing  other  witnesses,  the  chairman  ol  the  Task 
Force,  upon  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republican  member, 
may  rule  that  such  representation  creates  a  conflict  ol  interest, 
and  that  the  wutness  shall  he  represented  by  other  counsel  without 


siii'h  conflict.  Counsel  shall  not  !>e  permitted  to  make  a  statement, 
unless  author  ized  to  do  so  by  the  chairman 

T  he  chairman,  upon  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republi¬ 
can  member,  if  he  deems  it  necessary  to  maintain  the  security  of 
cIushI ie<!  subjects  being  discussed  at  closed  hearings,  may  require 
that  any  personal  counsel  be  qualified  by  having  appropriate  clear¬ 
ance.  and  that  the  witness  or  counsel,  or  both,  execute  nondisclo¬ 
sure  agreements  with  the  Task  Force. 

6  6  A  witness  who  is  unable  to  obtain  counsel,  or  to  obtain  coun¬ 
sel  with  requisite  clearance,  may  inform  lire  Task  Force  of  such 
lad.  and  if,  consistent  with  the  notice  given  under  section  6.1 
hem.l  the  Task  Force  is  so  informed  at  least  21  hours  prior  to  the 
w' it  ness  appearance,  the*  I  ask  Force  shall  then  endeavor  to  obtain 
voluntary  counsel  for  the  witness.  Such  counsel  shall  act  solely  for 
the  witness  and  not  the  Task  Force.  Failure  to  obtain  qualified 
counsel  will  not  excuse*  the  witness  from  appearing  and  testifying. 

6  7  ( ’ounsel  shall  conduct  themselves  in  an  ethical  and  profes¬ 
sional  manner.  Tlu*  presiding  member  may  punish  breaches  of 
order  and  decorum,  and  of  professional  ethics  on  the  part  of  coun¬ 
sel,  h>  censure  and  exclusion  from  the  hearing,  and  the  Task  Force 
may  cite  the  offender  to  the  House  for  contempt.  If  counsel  is  ex¬ 
cluded.  the  provisions  of  Rule  6.6  hereof  for  a  witness  who  is 
unable  In  obtain  qualified  counsel  shall  apply 

,,s  ^n>  u 6 ness  desiring  to  make  an  introductory  statement  in 
executive  or  public  hearings  shall  file  a  copy  of  such  statement 
with  the  chairman  or  clerk  of  the  Task  Force  48  hours  in  advance 
oi  the  hearings  at  which  the  statement  is  to  be  presented  unless 
the  Task  Force  by  majority  vote  waives  this  requirement.  Tire  pre¬ 
siding  member  shall  reduce  the  48  hours  pro|H)rtionately  for  wit¬ 
nesses  who  receive  less  than  72  hours’  notice  of  the  hearing  The 
presiding  member  shall  determine  whether  such  statement  may  be 
read  or  placed  in  the  record  of  the  hearing.  Unless  the  Task  Force 
determines  otherwise,  a  witness  who  appears  before  the  Task  Force 
under  a  grant  of  immunity  shall  not  be  permitted  to  make  a  state¬ 
ment  or  testily  except  to  respond  directly  to  questions  posed  by 
members  or  staff. 

6  !)  An  accurate  stenographic  record  shall  lx?  kept  of  the  teslimo 
ny  of  all  witnesses  in  executive  and  public  hearings.  A  witness  may 
obtain  a  transcript  copy  of  his  testimony  given  at  a  public  session 
II  the  witness  testified  at  an  executive  session,  the  record  of  his  tes¬ 
timony  shall  he  made  available  for  inspection  by  the  witness  and 
his  counsel,  and  the  chairman  may  authorize  provision  of  a  copy  to 
the  witness  or  his  counsel  if  such  testimony  does  not  include  classi¬ 
fied  information. 

6  10  No  evidence  or  testimony  taken  in  executive  session  may  be 
released  or  used  in  public  sessions  without  the  consent  of  the  Task 
Force 

6  11  In  the  presiding  member’s  discretion,  witnesses  may  submit 
brief  and  |>ertinent  sworn  statements  in  writing  for  inclusion  in 
the  record.  The  presiding  member  may  condition  the  filing  of  such 
a  sworn  statement  upon  the  offeror’s  agreeing  to  appear  personally 
before  the  Task  Force  and  to  testify  concerning  the  matters  con¬ 
tained  in  his  sworn  statement,  as  well  as  any  other  matters  related 
to  the  subject  of  the  investigation  before  the  Task  Force 
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r‘;.  •  Rule  7.  AffltMvU*  Mint 

7  1  The  chairman,  itpbti  with  flu*  tanking  Kcpuhii 

can  member,  or  the  Task  Force,  may  outhor  i/ivi he  taking  of  affida¬ 
vits,  land  of  depositions  pursuant  to  notice  or  subpoena.  Such  an* 
thoriaation  may  occur  on  a  case-by-euse  basis,  or  by  in^ruc^hHtH  to 
take  a  *#ried  &T  affidavit!  m  depositions  The >hh-tf?fhh>  either 
issue  the  detrition  notices  himself,- ■or- direct  the  chief  counsel  to 
do  so  Not  aces  for  the  inking  ot  deposition*  shall  sprnfy  a  tame  add 
place  for  examination  Afftdavlb  And  shaft  W  taken' 

under  noth  administered  by  a  inember  or  a  jmrsuu  uHaowisu  au¬ 
thorized  by  |a#  to  udm  ;<o*ur  not  fos  Stall  .deposit  urns  may,  if 
deemed  nm&mury  by  tM  cte*rnmn  itt  £pm*h  otam  whir  the  rank¬ 
ing  ffrpublic&n  member k  ht?  taken  fey  talephohi* 

1.2  the  T»*k  Force  shaft  xH&  militate  procedures  leading  to  coh  - 
tempt  pnoceedmi? *  in  the  event  a .%-ilness  $*i Is  to  appear  at  a  depo 
shu\n  unless:  the  depotfifnw .  ntA&8$  ;Was:  'occo!iu«M?ie^/ijy  a  Task 
F«He  st*hpi*>m  :tH)Uw-!^4  issued  by  tlitvyliatiriiisifi;  fu*  fhc  TVfc>k 
•  ;  mm&  '  '  j  >;  i  Vi  regarding  8tib)»A'Uiu* 

;  *  W d^inpanied  at  a  deputation  by  counsel 
representing  the  witness  to  advise  them  of  I  heir  rights.  suhjc'Ct  to 
the.  provisions  of  Rules  tt.4,  !>.?>,  fi  ll  and  IF 7  -hereof. /.Absent  special 
permission  or  mat  ructions  Front  the  choir  imu>f  no  imv  nmy  be 
present  in  depositions  except  members,  chief  Cm icntal,  chief  nttnori- 
ty  counsel,  »tafT  designated  by  t  he  chief  com »m>I  and  chM  minority 
counsel,  an  official  re|»orterY  the  wi(oe*g  i#i«f  counsel  representing 
the  witness:  observers  tir  counsel  for  M  her  person*  or  far  agencies 
may  not  attend. 

7.4  Witness**  shall  hr  examined  i*\  defx^ll  ions  hy  a  member  or 

members  or  by  the  chief  counsel,  chief  niinvuUy  cmnieel  or  staff 
design xn.td  by  the  chairman  Objections  by  the  ns  in  the 

form  id  (tiii&Uun*  /?haU  be  noted  for  the  record.  If  a  witness  object* 
tea  .,>  i  -Must#  to  answer,  the  members  or  stall  may  pro 

Cecd  writ,  Uo  tvjv^ilton,  or  may  Obtain,  al  the  time  nr  at  a  sufosey 
tiueni  uoh\  >  r-.,hfijg  on  the  objection  by  telephone  or  <>t herwtae 
from  the  o?  hfe  designee  The  Tusk  Force  ahull  not  Mitt- 

ate  procedures  leading  to  contempt  for  refusals  to  answer  questions 
at  a  deposition  unless  the  witness  refuses  to  testify  after  bin  ot>jee« 
lion  has  been  overruled  and  after  he  has  Tkh.\u  ordered  nnd  directed 
to  answer  by  the  chairman  or  n  member  tteigoaltHl  by  the  chair¬ 
man*  upon  om^ttetjoiV  the  ranking  UopubHean  member  or 
his  member  designee. 

7.5  The  staff  shall  insure  that  the  testimony  is  either  transcribed 

or  elect  run  ically  recorded,  or  both:  If  a  withm’  testimony  js  tran¬ 
scribed,  he  shall  be  furnished  with  an  upport unity  to  review  a  copy. 
No  later  than  five  dfcjte' .  thereafter/',  -.thyv .  staff  shaft  •  enter  the 
changes,  if  any,  requested  by  the  wstnc^,  with  a  statement  of  the 
witness'  reasons  for  the  changed,  and  fbe  witness  shall  be  instruct¬ 
ed  to  sign,  the*  transcript  The  individual  cnbmhtaftatag  the  pash,  .if 
other  than  a  Member ^slmi I  certify  that  the  wit¬ 

ness  wa  fl  duly  sworn  in  hi^  pr^‘scnce.  the  Trmmrihe?  shaft  certify 
that  the  transcript  te  a  true  record  of  The  lest *mon\,  and  the  tran¬ 
script  shall  he  Hied,  together  with  any  elect  r onto  recording,  with 
the  clerk  of  the  TaMt  Force  in  Wasbmgfvm.  T><\  Affidavits  and 


shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  taken  in  Waidtingttar 
JR  Mh*d  .1  here  with  the  clerk  ijjf  the  Task  Force  fm  lip-  Task 
Tmt'oiruse 

7  i>  Alt  dc>|H<f>iU9itM,  a!T5d»vtts,,«nd  ffthcr  rtwivnl  i'D'itw 

mvcfiiiKiiiion  shal!  coriiidered  oonpuhlic  until  received  by  the 
t  ask  Force  Once  received  b>  the  Task  Force,  of  such  m.itmals 
gffij1  b>  Task;  Force  rules  Classified  inforninlitm 
I'  f?'‘  t’,', Ul!  „  ■  '  no<  V  used  trt  dj»n  session  except  its  permitted 
l>y  the  task  Force,  which  shat?  require  a  wife  of  a  m.-ijority  of  t},(. 
meinhers  of  the  Task  Force 

-V  w'»jten  mSerrtttiatorics  find  rei|u«?sts  |«,r  admisshot  m;,v  jw 
uuMeiFimi  and  issued  by  ltu'  Task  Force  or  chairman,  in  cotisuftn- 
hot.  rvnh  tlic  ranking  RepubJicati  member,  and  shall  sikvify  dale 
tor  hlmg  an  answer  with  the  chief  clerk.  Written  inierrofcalm-ies 
nnd .MApiusts  for  aclruisswny  shall  be  answered  under 

Hut.  H.  IVmednrrx  for  ttandling  «r  Classified  nr  H»  nsitiM 

h  1  Start  otnees  Khali  operate  under  strict  securit}  ja-etsHUmns 
l  lje  « lum  matt  the-  Clerk  end  Sergeant  at  Arms  to  prm 

vide  nssistaircr  rrett^tary  to  insure  strict  security.  Sensitive  w  das 
silted  d«swa^ifte-4>nd  Btatetiat  shnlt  be  segregated  and  stored th  an 
appropriately  «epi,tv  rtlm  nge  area:  They  may  Im  esomimd  nnty  at 
Mj-toie  .rmlrngJoahtieii ,  Caipsing.  tJupItepUn*.  Or  removal  Iron,  the 
ofliCi  s  of  such  document  and  othor  materials  are  prohibited  except 
m  Is  owasary  f(Vr  amfton^ed  use  ip;  or  pn*para<hm  Tor.  interviews 
meetings  or  hearings. 

FViM  tmty  direct  that  particular  matters  nr  classes 
at  matter  slmlt^at  he  »nade  avatlabte  to  any  iwrson  by  its  ment 
bers.  stjifi ,  ;pt  oihersT  m  may  \mptm  any  other  rintrirtim  Owssl 
f  ett  jidjivnutium.  or.  Classified  m&tenal  pow^d  or  omlmfl^l  hy- 
fiteT^k  Torvv,  or  tnlornmfion  deemed  ^nsmvo  by  the  Tusk  -Foret  ■ 
rj-'1"  m  te  any  person .% •  i4«. . wchi^  or  staff 

Ti  i  fun‘J  -^ho  bus  a*.-cess  to  the  mateHai  except  by  vote  of  the 
squire  a  vote  ol  fhe  mejbrity  of  flu- mem- 

y  :i  Kivh  nwmU-r  of  fim  Tusk  Force  slmfi  m.  all. times  iw  occbss 
ul  ,7  (mVvr*  und  other  motertsls  ft*ceived  from  any  smnre  Tim 
chM.ix>uoSel,as  designated  by  the  chairman,  shnll  tx-  fnsimnsihTe 
lor  the, t^ntenl, .under  appmpnate  security  pr»x‘Hu rest  of  ulf  slum 
itet,  sopors  uuil  other  dasstfled  materials  ip  the  fK^ssiuu  of  the 
task  Torve<  ami  for  the  mainteoar»ce.  under  such  procedures  of  & 
regisfry  which  will  number  . and  identify  ail  such  clas«>ripd  muteri- 
afs.  ^uch  registry  shall  he  ovsidiihle  M  any  ulptnbtx  of  iho  Tusk 

S  T  Access  by  staff  to  ctassif^ H‘d  jHiorrrtaiion  sfmh  be  Ihh.tl44f  *mi  i 
necd-to-kiiow  basis,  pursuant  to  . Instruct of  The  chairman, 
aclpig'  ip  Cfinfeuttatior!  with  the  ranking  ftepubl icTin  tpenifser,  <4t|ier 
o»>  ;a  ca^hy  ^ase  ImwiH  »r  by  geneml  Tnst ructions  to  the  chmf  co,<t«. 
m  am  cliu  f  miriortty  counsel  Ail  aiafT  with  such  sttwss  shaff  tK* 
required  n»  have  appropHiite  security  clcaruture  The  chief  counsel 
$Hei|r  nmnduin  a  list.  OvaUable  to  chief  minorify  cxmusid,  Of 
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staff  who  may  attend  executive  sessions  and  have  access  to  classi¬ 
fied  materials. 

8.5  The  chairman,  in  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republican 
member,  may  limit  staff  attendance  at  certain  executive  sessions, 
and  staff  access  to  certain  categories  of  classified  materials,  which 
involve  matters  of  particularly  high  sensitivity. 

8.0  Members  who  are  not  members  of  the  Task  force  shall  he? 
granted  access  to  such  hearings,  records,  data,  charts  and  files  of 
the  Task  Force  and  shall  be  admitted  on  a  nonparticipatory  basis 
to  hearings  of  the  Task  Force,  as  the  chairman  deems  appropriate, 
which  involve  classified  material,  apart  from  material  otherwise  re¬ 
stricted  by  the  Task  Force,  on  the  basis  of  the  following  provisions: 

(1)  Members  who  desire  to  examine  materials  in  the  posses¬ 
sion  of  the  Task  Force  or  to  attend  Task  Force  hearings  on  a 
nonparticipatory  basis  should  notify  the  clerk  of  the  Task 
Force  in  Writing. 

(2)  Each  such  request  by  a  member  must  he  considered  hy 
the  Task  Force,  a  quorum  for  the  reporting  of  matter  being 
present,  at  the  earliest  practicable  opportunity.  The  Task 
Force  must  determine  by  record  vote  whatever  action  it  deems 
necessary  in  light  of  all  the  circumstances  of  each  individual 
request.  The  Task  Force  shall  take  into  account  in  its  delibera¬ 
tions,  such  considerations  as  the*  sensitivity  of  the  information 
sought  to  the  national  defense  or  the  confidential  conduct  of 
the  foreign  relations  of  the  United  Slates,  the  likelihood  of  its 
being  directly  or  indirectly  disclosed,  the  jurisdictional  interest 
of  the  member  making  the  request  and  such  other  concerns — 
constitutional  or  otherwise — as  affect  tin?  public  interest  of  the 
United  States.  Such  actions  as  the  Task  Force  may  take  in¬ 
clude,  but  are  not  limited  to:  <i)  approving  the  request,  in 
whole  or  part;  (ii)  denying  the  request;  (iii)  providing  in  differ¬ 
ent  form  than  requested  information  or  material  which  is  the 
subject  of  the  request. 

(‘I)  In  matters  touching  on  such  requests,  the  Task  Force 
may,  in  its  discretion,  consult  the  Director  of  Central  Intelli¬ 
gence  and  such  other  officials  as  it  may  deem  necessary. 

(4)  In  the  event  that  the  member  making  the  request  in 
question  does  not  accede  to  the  determination  or  any  part 
thereof  of  the  Task  Force  as  regards  the  request,  that  member 
should  notify  the  Task  Force  in  writing  of  the  grounds  for  such 
disagreement.  The  Task  Force  shall  subsequently  consider  the 
matter  and  decide,  by  record  vote,  what  further  action  or  rec¬ 
ommendation,  if  any,  it  will  take 

(5)  Members  examining  material  pursuant  to  this  rule  are 
prohibited  to  disclose  the  material  further,  and  every  member 
shall  be  furnished  a  copy  of  this  rule  prim  to  examining  such 
material. 

8  7  Other  than  as  provided  for  in  rule  S.S  and  5.10,  no  member  of 
the  Task  Force  or  its  staff  shall  disclose,  in  whole  or  in  part  or  by 
way  of  summary,  to  any  person,  governmental  agency  or  official, 
outside  the  Task  Force  and  its  stall,  for  any  purpose  or  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  any  proceeding,  judicial  or  otherwise,  any  testimony 
taken,  including  the  identity  of  witnesses  who  have  testified  or  will 
testify,  or  material  presented  or  discussions  had,  in  depositions  or 


'".  ‘•t"'Ks  and  hcsmngs  held  in  executive  session,  or  other  male- 
1 1  |  "ilornintion  designated  as  sensitive  by  the-  chairman 
unless  otherwise,  authorized  by  Task  Force  or  the  chairman  All' 
members  of  the  Task  Force  and  its  staff  shall  agree  in  writing  to 
ahicle  by  I  he  conditions  of  a  non  disclosure  oath  promulgated  by  the 
Insk  Force  consistent  with  that  used  by  the  House  Permanent 
Select  Commit  tec  on  Intelligence. 

8  8  I  he  chairman  and  ranking  Republican  member  shall  be  au- 
hon/od  to  insure  that  the  Speaker  and  Republican  leader  are 
illy  inhumed  regarding  the*  investigation,  any  other  provisions  of 
these  rules  notwithstanding. 

Rule  9.  Staff,  Detailees,  and  Consultants 

!U  I  ho  chairman,  u|>on  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republi¬ 
can  '"ember,  may  employ  and  fix  the  compensation  of  such  clerks 
expels,  consultants,  technicians,  attorneys,  investigators  and  cleri¬ 
cal  and  stenographic  assistants  as  are  considered  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Resolution.  In  addition,  the  chair¬ 
man,  upon  consultation  with  the  ranking  Republican  member  may 
designate  various  staff  of  the  Congress,  at  the  written  recomme.Tdm 
tion  o!  members  or  the  Task  Force,  as  associate  staff  to  the  Task 
force.  Upon  termination  of  employment  by  the  Task  Force,  each 
member  of  (he  stall,  or  consultant,  shall  surrender  all  classified 
and  oilier  material  relating  to  the  work  of  the  Task  Force  which 
c;,r;  V  °,uIS  I,OSS0KS,°n  while  in  the  employ  of  (lie  Task  Force 

,  Vf:  ev(‘n,t  ,,f  an  unauthorized  release  of  information  or 
,,r  .I10"'  the  chairman  or  the  Task  Force  may  refer  the 

No  iimr'in  th  OUS<i  CT7,'ute<'  Standards  °<  Official  Conduct. 
Nothing  m  these  rules  shall  be  construed  to  abridge  the  right  of  a 

St-inil-ir  I  "  rnrr  ‘?r|,™ns.mit  a  complaint  to  the  Committee  on  the 
Standards  «'  Official  Conduct,  or  shall  be  construed  to  expand  the 

;,  ’!!! 11  £  af  tha*  committee,  over  matters  related  to  the  conduct  of 

this  1  ask  Forces  investigation  pursuant  to  House  Resolution  258 
h  yond  what  that  resolution  provides.  The  employment  of  any 
member  of  the  stall  or  consultant  who  fails  to  conform  to  any  of 
these  Rules  may  lie  immediately  terminated  hy  (he  chairman  upon 
C""*u!  ranking  Republican  member. 

'  ■'*  ,  f',J,irman.  upon  consultation  with  tin*  ranking  Ropubli 

1."1  "'ember,  shall  have  the  authority  to  utilize  the  services,  infor¬ 
mation,  facilities,  and  personnel  of  the  departments  and  agencies  of 
le  government.  Requests  by  the  chairman  may  specify  hy  name, 

01  describe  otherwise,  the  |>ersonnel  to  lie  detailed 
•’  Kor  Purposes  of  these  Rules,  Task  Force  staff  shall  include  all 
employees  lured  pursuant  to  rule  9.1.  all  associate  staff  designated 

amnY.VV0  H  !"i  a"  rtaf,  0f  the  S^ak<,r.  Majority  header 
and  t lie  Republican  Loader  who  are  appropriately  cleared  and  des¬ 
ignated  in  writing. 

!)  r>  Th(!  ^'airman,  upon  consultation  with  the  ranking  Ropuhli 
can  member,  shall  have  the  authority  to  procure  the  temporary  or 
intermittent  services  ol  experts  or  consultants  or  organizations 
thereof  to  make  studies  or  assist  or  advise  the  Task  Force  with  re¬ 
spect  to  any  matter  under  investigation.  Government  personnel  de¬ 
tailed  to  the  Task  Force,  and  consultants,  shall  he  deemed  stall  ol 
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(h*  Tittfc  fuw  «♦  »»W  fxitHt  jHjKtswnv  Vu.  Um- ^  |jufu<>«^  U  tWr 

d»*v.if:odtrd  d**U>R-  or  ctmeiihoovy.  including  the  ptir 

ol  hil4trWs*icip  of  wiUt#fiW&  Wn$  of 

iwtofi  &$*»  5.  Is  7 1  y  hereof  .  4  .  „  Vv 

gfiTk «  cbmrm&rh  ilpim  wiiii  ihtr  r;juk*f»ir  luPW 

Ci4n  tswrofor,  mM.V  e*h*Mi*h  «ieh  addfipdntl  pwonoet  physical, 
cornroim»ctfiun»&.  nod  ditctifmtt )i  svcuVtly  prwi  hires,  not  iftconiftst 
enr  with  the**  rui**,  «a  he  deems  tterttrury  \o  auU%mr^  em»uied 
informptiutf  *>r  matermlx  pusseeyed  **'r  Cimtr«>jh*tl  hy  flip  cask  Force 


\i  mTn~$mmrmrmbm  m  rmruinmjw 

ItKHIKHKNTATfVKS 

FoMowiou  itn*  selected  flute  fif  ths  House  ol  ltrpr«^nlttUv«s 
wfiivl)  are  also  a  port  of  thfc  Task  force  rules  mui  which  affect  its 
organization,  adnkniatraMon,  and  f?i>er»tion  The  Rules  join'd  are 
not  esctufcfvt*  of  other  Rule#  of  the  House  id-Ropresenkilives  apple 
cable  to  the  t  ask  Force 

Uiifi*  KNtuhlhbmcm  und  iurhdiction  of  ^amlin^ 

The  remind  tern  and  Their  jtirtsdit'Mtm 

1  !  here. shall  Ik  in  the  House  the  folio*  i tig  sUimlmg  rfttnNut* 
tins,  each  of  which  shiall  have  the  jurisdiction  and  rphtfed  functions 
assigned  to  h  by  this  clause  and  clauses  &  X  «tM  f;  am!  utf/bfiig, 
resol u!inf<«r  nod  other  maters  relating  to  subjects  mlhifi  the  ^rb* 
diction  of  rotv  standing  committee  as  hated  t  ft  linfe-  clause  jshidl  {iii 
amir ilaiiye  with  {»pd  subject  to  clause  r>t  be  referred  la  such  emir 
iint|e*v  m  follow* 
tMf<  utitfttiHco  m  Agriculture.. 

<l»  Adulfcratkm  of  seeds,  insect  |**sts,  and  prut'crt'Kin  of  hinlk  and 
animals  in  forest  reserves 

♦2l  Agrtciiftbre  generaHy 

t*ti  Agricultural  im'd  jnd^tnaf chemist ry 
fU  Agiicoltutaf  odtegrfis  and  experiment  stations 
t5<  Agricultural  econcrmcK  and  research. 
h'i  Agricultural  education  extension  service 
\T*  Agricultural  production  and  marketing  and  stai)»li/.atioo  of 
fMMces  of  .ngrieuttumi  products,  and  commodity  mot  h.tclurfffijl  tiis- 
tt  ihution  outside  of  the  United  SUdosl 
thf  Aoifiml  industry  and  diseases  of  animals. 

(!M  Prop  insurance  and  soil  conservation, 
jlbi  Dairy  industry 
J  l  sJ  Entomology  and  plant  quarantine. 

1 1 2i  Extension  of  . farm  credit  and  farm  security 
&J*S  forestry  in.  general,  and  forest  reserve  other  than  thmr  ore 
:Ued  from  the  public  domain 
tl  U  I f UOmt)  uvifrition  and  home  ifunomics: 
tlfo  Inspection  Of  livestock  and  meat  products. 

I ith  V\m  industry.  spils>  and  agricultural  engineering 

%  I  "t  *  Rural  t*!ecl  f  jl  jcutipn 

HHt  Commodities  exchanges. v  ,  , , 

\  Ufi  Rural  development  :  .  ; : ‘  . 

till  rnmmittiM?  on  Appropriations 

■ 


App.  1048 


(\)  Appropriation  ol  Hie  revenue  ful  it***  support  til  fee  < m»vk  rn- 
menl. 

12>  Rescissions  of  appropriation#  C4Wlpin*Mi  in  appiopemtmn  Acts 
(3)  Tran*fere  of  unexpended  baturvc:? 

14)  The  amount  of  new  spending  authority  his  .described  mi  he 
Congressional  Budget  Act  of  MW  which  iV  io  he  efleeiive  ku  n 
fiscal  year*  including  bills  and  resolutions  4‘reptirh'ti  by  other  com¬ 
mittees)  which  provide  new  spending  author dy  unci  arc  referred  hi 
the  committee  under  clause  l«n* 

The  committee  shall  include  separate  lieadings  for  Hv'Mv  i.smihis 
and  “Transfers  of  linexpimdod  Hnlnncer  m  /pry  Ml  ro  rosMuem 
as  rejrorted  from  the  committee  under  Ux JuriKdirfew  in 

suhpurugrnph  (2)  nr  VSh  with  all  propojsed 

transfers  listed  therein*  and  shall  include  n  snpwide  serBiM  with 
respect  to  such  rescissions  or  trpnitf^fs  in  th«c  fp'itVrnm'iuyJng  $H*t* 
m  it  tee  report  fp  addition  U»  its  tinder  fee  p*!H;edirig 

provisions  of  this  |«ir|i|^Hrph,  fhc  euiuiMtlpp  aimlt  have  the  Bsca! 
oversight  function  f»fov'id**f.  for  in  ■clause- ■  -dn«:h  and  fee  budget 
hoprhig  funct  ion  provided  hn  hM  buisi*  ln»» 
fet  <>;*wn»tttee  If****  . 

i  1 1  Common  defense  giMrcaif |y 

12)  The  IVpartmept  of  Ikdyjw  grHcndly  .  .(oe.ludMtg  fee-  Depart 
morris  of  the  Army,  N;,uv.  nut  AM  Farce  genei.nlh 
dti  AmitvunUkui  huts;  arsenals;  AmYi  f%uv  and  \n 

Fom*  nervations  and :  est/dd.Muw.ols' 

(fti  l^hservatioif.  d^fdopompt,  am!  um;  Vd  oavil  pet mte.nui  ami 
oil  yladc  i<v<*  rvt«< 

f&rrayy  promot  im>.  rplitemnd  mid  oilier  hum.liK  and  privih^'s 
ol  rn^mbt'rs  of  Uk  ^noHitor4  ^ 

P&l  Scientific  FvSf-mvh  .out 'd*oy|«»p»n«*id  In  yuppnVFnl  tti*  mtnod 
services. 

<  1)  Select ive  ser  vice. 

(BrSke  mul  CMMpbstfem  <>i  the  Anm.  N:»vv,  and  An  Folny 
lf))  Hotdieifek  and  sailors'  booms 

<  lip  Strategic  and  mUraF  materials  npces**p  \  in,'  «lu  eoohmm 
dr  (rose 

O  il  Mildary  applications  oi  nut  jeiM  r'omp.v 
!.*  :»d*jic»im  u>  »u  kHbslafdvn  joe ibdithun  under  tl*»'  pi<vo»|ing  pro- 
\  1-nm.v  v'l  'he  {.:..•  ■'  i  -rl  -•••'•■•  its  geoere*- m  reughi  hUtcliPP  under 

shall  bnvo  fee  special  oversight  turn* 
l»nn  provided  bu  in  <  lm»-  ■  :v.p  with  (mspoet  ;to ii»H f  oat  e'V.d  onus 
•nnfji.t  md  dtenffWocH  di.  ;md  imlildry  4tq*t bdent  s  educatiM 
id*  <  o»uo>uVi;c  mi  MifHhmtL  Fh*$»«ce  and  Iffeiric  Afew< 

•  :  ,  ,,  l  n\k on/  u  ‘  Aiding  depmdl  'm-Ui;»o«  <•■  and  tndelol 

im<mo  lory  policy 

i'll  Money  amt  efedfe  nUlddbig  rureem  v  >od  the  issuance  of 
noting  and  throv^d;  gold  ...and  stkvi :  MiihuhoK  ti»c  coin 

age  thereof*  v«hi*HuiM  aed  rpvj»l»wdi*«n  **i  # |u  d"l!m; 

Utt  Ikhan  di‘vul<pun<  nt  , 

efi  thiMu  *ii«l  pfivihe  hute  out 

ifn  Fi^nomic  btahHi^d ifOh  ihden^e  prddie  t  >**m  iai ion.  and 

nmtruf  of  the  price  ulconpimdd  ies.  rmil  *.  mid  *  '  vu;tyy 
<h»  lipcf  rsdjopal  Hiiiime 


'*f  FroiiDviid  vild  id  conmierci*  and  imiuHlry  ini  hoi  tliayi  lrans*l>of 
taiirm) 

<w»  Inh  i  natiormt  Finoncml  and  Monetary,  orpa if i?uil iwiK. 

<cHt*  t’ommtHee  ««  the  Uink^i.  ^Wm  mmm&k 

'  '  c*  ;  Zf::  "V  .•• 

4 '.QT*s- loem.fcm  oi  either- 

binding: Vhp  ape  omo\^j  i>f  the  "Xti- 

.pi^ps.tiddi^rfc M<*o.tv*rs  «^l»u  ore  romid^ei^  u\  i-hv  ^^oeVtdHVs-- 

W-.n.V  V,... 

i\'\) ■*(.{&■  WtriViiwt •  leoyo  ih»  ieatfvrsbij*  v»f'  J.hr  Mrojordv  Vd'lft.  apd 
n  *  'MevAteodnO'  trmo-'rhf’  U>uiU  rvWp  df  the  rnniord  v  ii/udv 
r4o  topivsi-ideHlve  i.fOhh'.flir  feufey-jfiip  of 

the  the  repr^serdoUve  hum  tly;  Uyoi^pv  d>i 

Hu:  slmH^^rv^*  i4s  a  p\$*nb*'t\*1-ihe  i m 

Ihe  .  I  tin  |g  f  fhfe  •  p|bry-'.  th**n  Ihm?  i'ongnjsswir  vuy 

uftsregnirdmg  for  ilna  aov  ^ev»ev 

peHiuMu«d  $$ 'n'  <4  -'guclj  .c<Jvri!>PkH^  tW  .terns  OhiH  a  tpIt  ^es' 

■"'n  mi\  <  nwr^K  except  that  '.ah  .fncimehent  %ehwm*ti  ■  imv  ir(g 
sovyrd  mi  tor  thrrjp  su>d  having  t& 

»diuif  iM»m  of  U^  eptomitiee :;.'&m  nui  ftmre:; tfton  .a##  '^dgt«»ss -^tiAii' 
ix  eUcoblK  tm  rceh  ttion  to  ihfvcoimmUhsfc  jv  efeuriuijti  for  **n»v  ;id 
dd  mag  I  *  ougrefis.  f^eviims  ^rvte  on  fee  before  tlu 

0«'*  I  timdiyal  :.&ia*nd  I’ougr^  .Shalt  i>d;.4i&r^vr4»yj , •  ;IV»|  the  pur 
pus(»4  of  tiny  ;pi<ihfbd tun  during1  th<r  t^ri?  I  fend? od  Si^oiidAf^uigrr*^ 

»m  M c-  fayyldi^  wilnfHh*  memtee/  .»r  thg  t.Wnmd^ ’{vfep-  b;  n,d  in*> 
MuhfluM.  t htf-  Mwnber-  fajm  ieutteiship  pi  t%  m 

nm  .is  pnffFj; ,;  A /pdpKi'dy  MeoilfCr  . ^rved .on  tin*  eVonohiree 

toi  .tli '  nod  haying  ^ry«x}  ihe  rufi^ih/*-  rrpMorUy 
mvMOt <»r : yn  ^uch  ^  pngiesci  shnil  be  ehgifd/*  pu  n  ehsiiou  u>  . 

Mits/yompdlHvidii'  feo^tng-  mincjrVty  fAzrobev  'Uu  .voe  pcfUiliueoil  ftth 
gi-es'i.  Atf  *h  *$•  f w t an i-  .< h< f 'eimovi i* p -e  sjrall  b»» 

: »;/0 tyh f  W if i'putj  , f ifp.il e< i  •In  rtifify  .".;•.  . 

Alt.  edro ,.pfsO|.t| •On- |b*'  bodghi /a^  delpiod  Ms 
dd  |#ie  < ttMd^t  lU?4.i  dbd  hA»er  moiooh  jfV 

MOjrfd  to.t^  eih^v  HI  uiut  IV  «f 

(hat  Ari 

I  he  commit te<*  shall  have  f he  duty— 

<  A*  Ufn'Wn  /hr  rrjaMef^  f^oned  to  V  d  under 

B'lKv  III  ;«nd  1*.  >f  ».h>  <viri^i-»>>^iOnni  hudgoi  AW  ofjfh  i. 

<lh  to  pvulye,  /-rnluv  .-..hes  o»  the  elhvjt  m,  ?  ouh 

bivs  id  ndevarA  y  dsuog  v,.*d  -proposed  Wgishitioo. iUed  h;  f/peiri 
lh<-‘  ^'frsUlis  ul  ^pidc  •>llni»e£  ta  the  llfiiu^r  on  ;«  »<sv4jrr*ng  hasi?i; 

(( d  lu  tbqufai  £^itd  cootihuing  ^tudu/s  eii  i?ix  exfi^hdf*' 

lures,  tu  irfevmrii^ibtfei^  c^rdmatfri^  iuv  eji^piibnep.'s  pule 
t  ii4**,  pUJgr  vri^  edfh  ch/^ei  .  :u;«?v  ri 

t  ho  t  esutl'A  1£fF$t$£  Id  %&£}■  I •  • 

fill 

il>i  in  review,  op  u  coidinuing  basis,  fhv i 'tuatw d.he  tin*  t  on' 
ivrosHimiui  Budget  Offto  6i  its  funci1pn$  and  dOMc< 

(l  »  r*muniiiee  oiMhe  IhHlrn  t  of  t’olumhiw 

1 1 1  Ail  im  oHiueh  ie*hj1i»»u  to  the  mUnicpvt*  nftn«>  ul  <he  dh«d  ri<*t 
ol  t  iiltiiohia  in  genvr/if  nther  than  pppropriutiuns  thiUtdnr..  >m*l0d 
ing- 

<2»  Adnlhu  jftion  of  fwids  ^md  drugs 
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d.\ 


CR  lncor|H)iiilion  and  organization  of  societ irs 
<4)  Insurance,  executors,  administrators,  wills,  and  divorce 
t.r>)  Municipal  code  and  amendments  to  the  criminal  and  coipoia- 
tion  laws. 

HR  Municipal  and  juvenile  courts 

(7)  Public  health  and  safely,  sanitation,  and  quarantine  regula 
lions 

(8)  Regulation  of  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
PH  'taxi's  and  tax  sales 

(10)  St.  Elizal>eths  hospital 

(g)  Committee  on  Education  and  Labor. 

(1)  M(  •astires  relating  to  education  or  lahoi  rrnn  ally 

(2)  Child  labor. 

CR  Columbia  Institution  for  t  hi*  Meat.  Dumb,  and  Blind;  Howard 
University;  Freedman's  Hospital 

(4)  Convict  labor  and  the  entry  of  gno<h  made  by  convicts  into 
interstate  commerce. 

(f>)  Labor  standards 
(0)  l,al>or  statistics 

(7)  Mediation  and  arbitration  ol  labor  dispute 

(8)  Regulation  or  prevention  of  importation  ol  foreign  laborers 
under  contract. 

PR  F(H»d  programs  for  children  in  schools 

(10)  United  States  Employees’  Compensation  Commission 

(11)  Vocational  rehabilitation 

(12)  Wages  and  hours  of  labor 
(4d)  Welfare  of  miners. 

(14)  Work  incentive  programs. 

In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction  under  the  preceding  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  paragraph  (and  its  general  oversight  function  under 
clause  2(h)(1)),  the  committee  shall  have  the  special  oversight  junc¬ 
tion  provided  for  in  clause  die)  with  respect  lo  domestic  educational 
programs  and  institutions,  and  programs  ol  student  assistance, 
which  are  within  the  jurisdiction  ol  other  committees 

(h)  Committee  on  Energy  and  Commerce. 

(1)  Interstate  and  foreign  commerce  goner a!l\ 

(2)  National  energy  |k>I icy  generally 

CR  Measures  relating  to  the  exploration,  production,  storage, 
supply,  marketing,  pricing,  and  regulation  ol  energy  resources,  in¬ 
cluding  all  fossil  fuels,  solar  energy,  ami  "thm  unconventional  or 
renewable  energy  resources. 

(4)  Measures  relating  to  the  conservation  ol  energy  resources 
(.r>)  Measures  relating  lo  tin*  eommeirial  application  ol  energy 
technology. 

Iti)  Measures  relating  to  energy  inhumation  generally 

(7)  Measures  relating  to  (A)  the  generation  and  marketing  ol 
I  rower  (except  by  federally  chartered  or  federal  regional  power 
marketing  authorities),  (B>  I  he  reliability  and  interstate  transmis¬ 
sion  of,  and  ratemaking  for,  all  power,  ami  <C)  the  siting  ol  genera¬ 
tion  facilities;  except  the  installation  of  inlet ronnect ions  between 
(Jovernment  waterpower  projects 

(8)  Interstate  energy  compacts 


d.n  Measures  relating  to  general  management  of  the  Department 
ol  Energy,  and  the  management  and  all  functions  of  the*  Federal 
Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
(HR  Inland  waterways. 

(11)  Railroads,  including  railroad  labor,  railroad  retirement  and 
unemployment,  except  revenue  measures  related  thereto. 

H2)  Regulation  of  interstate  and  foreign  communications 
( l‘H  Securities  and  exchanges. 

(Ill  Consumer  affairs  and  consumer  protection 
( I 5 I  Tr  avel  and  tourism. 

(Hi)  Public  health  and  quarantine. 

(17)  Health  and  health  facilities,  except  health  cart*  supported  by 
payroll  deductions. 

(IS)  Biomedical  research  and  development. 

Such  committee  shall  have  the  same  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
regulation  of  nuclear  facilities  and  of  use  of  nuclear  energy  as  it 
has  with  respect  to  regulation  of  nonnuclear  facilities  and  of  use  of 
nonnuclear  energy.  In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction  under 
the  preceding  provisions  of  this  paragraph  (and  its  general  over¬ 
sight  functions  under  clause  2(bXD),  such  committee  shall  have  the 
special  oversight  functions  provided  for  in  clause  (3xh)  with  resjK*ct 
to  all  laws,  programs,  and  (Jovernment  activities  affecting  nuclear 
and  ot her  energy. 

(1)  Committee  on  Foreign  Affairs. 

(U  Relations  of  the  United  States  with  foreign  nations  generally. 

(2)  Acquisition  of  land  and  buildings  for  embassies  and  legations 
in  foreign  countries 

(•R  Establishment  of  boundary  lines  between  the  United  Slates 
and  foreign  nations 
(4)  Foreign  loans 

(.r>)  International  conferences  and  congresses. 

(til  Intervention  abroad  and  declarations  of  war 
(7)  Measures  relating  to  the  diplomatic  service. 

(Si  Measures  to  foster  commercial  intercourse  with  foreign  na¬ 
tions  and  to  safeguard  American  business  interests  abroad 
(!)>  Neutrality 

(HH  Protection  of  American  citizens  abroad  and  expatriation 

(11)  The  American  National  Red  Cross 

(12)  United  Nat  ions  Organizations 

•PR  Measures  relating  to  international  economic  policy. 

(14)  Export  controls,  including  nonproliferation  of  nuclear  tech¬ 
nology  and  nuclear  hardware. 

(15)  International  commodity  agreements  (other  than  those  in¬ 
volving  sugar),  including  all  agreements  for  cooperation  in  the 
export  of  nuclear  technology  and  nuclear  hardware 

(  HR  Trading  with  the  enemy. 

(17)  International  education. 

In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction  under  the  preceding  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  paragraph  (and  its  general  oversight  function  under 
clause  2(b)(1)),  the  committee  shall  have  the  special  oversight  func¬ 
tions  provided  for  in  clause  3(d)  with  respect  to  customs  adminis¬ 
tration,  intelligence  activities  relating  to  foreign  policy,  interna¬ 
tional  financial  and  monetary  organizations,  and  international  fish 
ing  agreements 
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( j )  (omniillec  nn  Unveriimcnl  Operations. 

(1)  Budget  and  accounting  measures,  ntlua  than  appropriations. 

(2)  The  overall  economy  and  elLiiioncy  ol  Unveiumoitt  operations 
and  activities,  including  federal  procurement. 

(2)  Reorganizations  in  the  executive  branch  ol  the  tiovernment 

1 4 >  Intergovernmental  relationships  between  the  United  States 
and  the  States  and  municipalities,  and  general  revenue  sliming 

(5)  National  archives 

III)  Measures  providing  lor  oil  budget  treatment  ol  federal  agen¬ 
cies  or-  programs 

(7)  Measures  providing  exemption  from  reduction  under  any 
order  issued  under  part  C  ol  the  Balanced  Budget  and  Emergency 
Deficit  Control  Act  ol  l!)Sa 

In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction  under  the  preceding  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  paragraph  (and  its  oversight  functions  under  clause 
2<h)  (1)  and  (2)>,  the  committee  shall  have  the  Inaction  of  |x*r  form¬ 
ing  the  activities  and  conducting  tlx*  studies  which  me  piovided  for 
in  clause  lie) 

(k)  Committee  on  House  Administration. 

(l)  Appropriations  from  the  contingent  fund 

(2)  Auditing  and  set  I  ling  of  all  account  s  which  ma\  he  charged  to 
I  Ik*  contingent  fund. 

(2)  Employment  ol  persons  by  the  House,  including  clerks  for 
Members  and  committees,  and  reporters  of  debates 

(  It  Except  as  provided  in  clause  l(pK  |i,  matters  relating  to  the  Li¬ 
brary  ol  Congress  and  the  House  Library;  statuary  and  pictures;  ac¬ 
ceptance  or  purchase  ol  works  of  art  h>r  the  Capitol;  the  Botanic 
Hardens;  management  ol  the  Library  ol  Congress,  purchase  of 
hooks  and  manuscripts;  erection  ol  monument  >  to  the  memorv  of 
individuals 

(.7)  Except  as  provided  in  clause  hpM  I),  matters  relating  to  the 
Smithsonian  Institution  and  the  incorporation  ol  similar  institu¬ 
tions 

((>)  Expenditure  of  contingent  fund  of  t  he  House 

(7)  Matters  relating  to  printing  and  collection  of  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record 

(K)  Measures  relating  to  accounts  of  the  House  generally. 

(!)•  Measures  relating  to  assignment  of  ollice  space  for  Members 
and  committees. 

(10)  Measures  relating  to  the  disposition  ol  useless  executive 
papers 

(11)  Measures  relating  to  the  election  ol  the  President.  Vice 
President,  or  Members  of  Congress;  corrupt  practices;  contested 
elections;  credentials  and  qualifications;  and  federal  elections  gen¬ 
erally. 

(12)  Measures  relating  to  services  to  tlx*  House,  including  the 
House  Restaurant,  parking  facilities  and  administration  of  the 
House  Office  Buildings  and  of  the  House  wing  of  the  Capitol 

(L'i)  Measures  relating  to  the  travel  of  Members  of  the  House 

(11)  Measures  relating  to  the  raising,  reporting  and  use  of  cam¬ 
paign  contributions  lor  candidates  for  office  of  Representative  in 
the  House  of  Representatives  and  of  Resident  Commissioner  to  the 
United  States  from  Puerto  Rico 


i  Lii  Measures  relating  to  the  compensation,  retirement  and  other 
hmieliis  ol  the  Members,  officers,  and  employees  of  the  Congress. 
In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction  under  the  preceding  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  paragraph  (and  its  general  oversight  function  under 
clause  2(b)(1)).  the  committee  shall  have  the  function  of  performing 
the  duties  which  an*  provided  for  in  clause  2(d). 

(1)  Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs. 

if  forest  reserves  and  national  parks  created  from  the  public 
domain 

<2»  forfeiture  of  land  grants  and  alien  ownership,  including  alien 
ownership  of  mineral  lands. 

(2)  (ieoiogical  Survey. 

(l)  Interstate  compacts  relating  to  apportionment  of  waters  for 
ii  rigat  ion  purposes 

if>)  It  rigation  and  reclamation,  including  water  supply  for  recla¬ 
mation  projects,  and  easements  of  public  lands  for  irrigation 
projects,  and  acquisition  of  private  lands  when  necessary  to  com¬ 
plete  irrigation  projects 

(hi  Measures  relating  to  the  care  and  management  of  Indians,  in¬ 
cluding  the  care  and  allotment  of  Indian  lands  and  general  and 
special  measures  relating  to  claims  which  are  paid  out  of  Indian 
funds. 

(7)  Measures  relating  generally  to  the  insular  [Missessions  of  the 
United  State's,  except  those  affecting  the  revenue  and  appropria¬ 
tions 

(Si  Military  parks  and  battlefields;  national  cemeteries  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  parks  within  the  Dis 
I  r  iel  of  Columbia 

(!)»  Mineral  land  laws  and  claims  and  entries  thereunder. 

( It))  Mineral  resources  of  the  public  lands 

(11)  Mining  interests  generally. 

1 12)  Mining  schools  and  experimental  stations. 

(12)  Petroleum  conservation  on  the  public  lands  and  conservation 
of  the  radium  supply  in  the  United  States. 

(II)  Preservation  of  prehistoric  ruins  ami  objects  of  interest  on 
I  lie  public  domain. 

i  IT')  Public  lands  generally,  including  entry,  easements,  and  graz¬ 
ing  thereon. 

(Hi)  Relations  of  the  United  States  with  the  Indians  and  the 
Indian  tribes. 

(17)  Regulation  of  the  domestic  nuclear  energy  industr).  includ¬ 
ing  regulation  of  research  and  development  reactors  and  nuclear 
regulatory  research. 

In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction  under  the  preceding  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  paragraph  (and  its  general  oversight  function  under 
clause  2(b)(1)),  the  committee  shall  have  the  special  oversight  func¬ 
tions  provided  for  in  clause  2(e)  with  respect  to  all  programs  affect¬ 
ing  Indians  and  nonmilitary  nuclear  energy  and  research  and  de¬ 
velopment  including  the  disposal  of  nuclear  waste 

(m)  C  ommittee  on  the  Judiciary. 

(1)  Judicial  proceedings,  civil  and  criminal  generally 

(2)  Apportionment  of  Representatives. 

(2)  Bankruptcy,  mutiny,  espionage,  and  counterfeiting 

i  1 1  ( 7 vil  liber! ies 
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iU)  Const  itohunaf 

\iyi  Federal  courts  Mild  j^dgi4* 

<7i  fmmi&rolion  onduaiurnh  Lilian 
iH)  Interstate  comptHlN  tfeneinHy 

tl)j  l^cttl  courts  ill  the  Terrifodt*#'  and  pass* v^ron^ 

ifD)  Measures  relating  to  claims  against  Hie  ported  irR.il'/s 

v|  i  *»t  t  ''■,-■■■  .  *  edam  e  ot  Members  and  their  iU{ 

c^fti ^ ic^ at^cy  *  r  /'  v  '*  A",\-' 

I  l£>  «?/>  .  '•  • v*  ‘ ’  w 

Lhfi  fV«mt  *  *  »*  /  v '  ..wj'j;.’'' 

t  I  1  f  i  •;:!  sWc!  -  ;;  -  I  <:d  *.  lint  » •  veil -(n;u  k  v. 

;  H‘a  !?f -■■<■  :ii;«i  :•  *  1  .•.■■.  *••  d  nMoiiH  in*  ;i£;uosf  loildtobil  ie 

si  faint*  and  hveouJKjrftea* 

ilTl  Revision  and  mhlicatioo  ul  the  Xinh«Hi-  et  M»e  Kmied 

Shites  '*  .  ,,  ■  ■.■•■  ■'■  '  j/'  : 

MH>  State  and  territorial  boundary  lines 

M;M  Ccrmnmnisi  and  other  subversive  neiiwhes  :dliriin);  lire  m 
iernnh^tirity  of  the  United  States 
tnHVwnhH*?  on  Merchant  Marine  liodJ'Kbrrirs. 

Mi  fiKfegncibtor  iiiarpu*  generally 

t'.’f 4 jphv  and  M.ii  mm  \H.»il  ihi,  bebop  r»* »  ;(.»!’  /i*}M 

nnaMgeiheni 

hb  Coast  imlnding  Idv-soviug  m'i  vio  ,  :)jgldhbOM>.  light 

-hips  and  ificenn  deridicts 

i  f)  Fisher ttf'  and  ♦*./* >i«  Iodine  , •« 4:  ,  f.v in*  inn..-ieh»gfs. 

and  aunamvatnm 

iM  Measures  rHdfint:  Jfn  Ha  ]*  legijhdiotr  -h)  « oinmnn  tsii  ni'ru'  hy 
wider  Uoteept  subject  'H*  Hu  jvrnshe  h<m  o|  I  lie  Interstate 

Cammerce  I’umnii^iou!  ..amt  to  the  ih&perliou Oi  mendia/U  marine 
yes$»dss  lights  and  yigmds, .  iit«*sa.v >ng  onuipmeni  and  the  penled  ion 
tm  such  vessels 

|tit  Merchant  hnMUi^^dl^r^.Vutd  ^ihcem  ; 

<7*  Navigation:  and'  the  taws  /ehn -»hg  tjSrf*  he  d»» hubog  jololagv 
(M  Hanwntt  Canal  nod  the  rtwF  upr^ilbm  o|  Jhe 

Panama  Ciond.  mdodmg  )  he  ad  ruined  niimv,  sajtitiSiin'n,.  and  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  C  doa!  Z»iiu, .  and  imeucs  am  . -.*•  *;*i - -^eni- ■•»  .dh 
i*b  Register  mg  and  itavuMMg  nf-yes*eh.  and  vmalt  hoot^ 

<  Hit  hides  and  mnUMhennl  mv,oiget(»ei*ta  to  ftfeverrl  roMisihhsc 
at  sea 

lil  t  \ .VttUer*  t U(it\rd  nifl  ^fen  haiit  fdniMiiv  /\eade 
inieii  Mard'dre  A/;^*]eoae 

I  I2Mh'lv?‘j v-*i  da  in  I  tV'vla  ♦  ic  n$ « eememv* 

telr  I  bta  --.o  -  •  •  iivi  \  iv 1 1  Svr'der. 

(I<  a  v  wit)  ih  ..#;!.•! ,-'.»  <>■  •.?  =  ,»  .r  •  aes  generally 
(2)  VH  (,‘ivd  -Stvkv  ;iie  i i n i »•> »n ',i»> t efgoy»/n» li i.mu h;d  jnoson 

net 

tdi  PostaJ-sovin^s  bmrk.-e 

Postal  service  g<*ner;dty.  ini  hidfu^  Ua  fnitwV^  mail  ^H*rvwe, 
and  rel&iing  ,th  ocefnu  ftmd  pnfxnmnijci.uhe  -Si'rvjee; 

but  excluding  jvosl  roads 

ifjf  Status  of  oitVc^rs  npd  feinpidyyfes  ad  itie  fjnHi’it  Kbdns  iuchid 
ing  their  comptnjsitt uni,  cluHRiOcniioH  atid  retii  i  rfieut 
Md  I  f (itch  Act 


1  *  r  tMeh>\s  ,,nd  n  »  lete  at  iOos 

i  '1  PepulnUnh  and  deaiog» /iSphv 

UM  «« .n»M»r  VVi.rj.s  a.Hl  !n.n^...ri:.li,.i. 

<  li  N<mmI  i  »MU i.I  ;.0(|  iiii|>f<*y<>tri«-i>I  ol  rivi-rti  and  harlx.rs 

i f1",'  *•*’ UitiWuii*  ;uid  i|h<  S'Ui.ff  ,Hni 

I  IoUm  I  Min  e  finddiu^ 

' •«'■ 'Meat-.mev  eel'iM nig  \i*  Jhe  evmsn  m:% son  nr  mainU-nuit^  ol  roads  : 
;iod  pent  roiHts.  iiXht  i  than  appropnatioaH  Uicrepir  hut  d  Hindi  not 
Me  m  nrdpy  for  ■?«!>' -.bill,  providing  *em?ral  Jegislatinn  in  rulatioti  to 
i/cnis  in  i ufduiu i>A»y^on  for  any  ^pecittc  road,  nor  lor  :mv  MM 
xH  rW,l><‘  h‘  ^  uni*  In  embrace  a  pro-v^Un  in  ielafioi>  in 

ni»'  i-Mwr  >peeiric  road 

M'  n-t..ii«K  *hc  mwtTuciiou  m  rwawistrurinm.  main 

•V  V’f  «'’•  P'  l»-  fundings  and  grounds  c!  ib#  Botaoi.r  War 
'  *  '**'  ir.  *  ■  ^arv 'ut  fortress,  aocf  the  SmHhsca»hn>  lost Huljou: 

no  MidiHUfesrehiting  toihe  purchase  of  sites  and  of 

}Ht*j  vusiornho uses.  F^iernt  «Hirtr?«usi*H;  and 

Imildiiots  wii  loo  the  Omirict  of  Colombia 
<01  0,1  ami  other  pollution  of  navigable  writ  erf;. 

VmJuh:  hmtewM  itbd  otvupied  or  improved  grounds  of  the 
i  i  n  i  -Sfi  d  t  .s  cenra  a  fly 

I'uldir  w-iwJks  foe  the  fvnHH  of  inrlnibit)*  hr  ideas 

diwu-etolbei  Mum  inlefoah.oial  hridpp.;  and  d.mv  i 
d.h  Wd.bn  Jnjwer 

MJh  IViWisporiatfim,  imhidtlu;  mil  aviation  i  xcepl  raifeoml^  roil 

<  t  l  )  -Knuds  nod  tin*  Htfoty  Mtemif 

^  Wrtfur  <h«-  iMrtwlii  t  inn  «j  rim  ||.(Vf 

\  oiMiuen  <•  (  o,n»nr-i.ss.)tv 

u:n  KnluHt)  .tni!is|X.riiiJit(M  u^ulntary  agt-nd-h,  twiif  iAi  (l„ 

1-iK  .sla*,- (.,"n, afi  Jt  retains  In  tail, '*««'!*..  .«*  jv,  t| 

e/oj  ftiilnind  Adnunislra^oif- and  Ub  Ainirok 
r<|i  f  roit»ndUee  n«  Holes 

’ 1 '  lu\  fU(^dnd  joiiri  nde^t  iMhet  t\v\n  nib  s  or  ,omf  ruhK 
Maine  ^  ^  °  ^tfroal  ^>»ndwdr  and  onlet  of  InrsfV^.  n(  Mie 

,s?*s  t>nd  final  .wljriurnmcnts  ol  CVugr^s 
l;‘  -1  j  ,7*  hnnumf  tee-  on.  Ru^-~  is  rod  homed  hi  sif  and  ;ir{  whether 
»h  nni  tni.‘  Mouse  is  to  session. 

i r }  <  HmmiHiw  *\it  vScienec'.  Spun*,  ami  Teehnolngv.  •> : i:  vs:.\^‘',V,  «4 '/•' 

1 1 1  ,Vl>muniln‘id  research  and  dmlopmunh  iueludioe  lesoiirn- 
IKMsnrineh  eipnpineid,  and  (acilities. 

<Lh  M  Stihiddrds,  «inndnrdiiXfdio*i  nf  woights  and 

u ri*s  ikI  tfl*  H U’  system  - v '  t  \  v .  .’  1 ;! 

gh  Nahooal  AenoniiiUcii  and  Space  Adimnisi ration 
i  M  Ndtn»md  Aenmoutics  ai.nd  Splice  4 -ounc ii. 

(5i  Njiflunlit.Sehnwe 

dhOvd^f  dtcJUfhng  eAdh,rrOmn  :rnd  eontcyd  Ihmeof 

f  <i  .N  n’uce  Si  htda^hiiw 

(Hi  Sc  eaddm  research  devcidpinentv  mid.  draicoiisii  atitm,  and 
■W.^s,  inefvlm  ,  and  ;dl  h-decahy  owned  or  ojKooled  nnimaldm  v 
e.ioi«v  laU>rut#jfies 

dd*  rjvil  aviaMdn  'wn^  nhd  dnvolnpmgnt 
<  MM  Km vnennifoini  ri’Kisiich  a t ?d  de vei opriu *i ?V 
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iili  m  jpflwly  research, development.  :»n«i  and 

projects  therefor/  and  all  fedorttRy  owned  Or  operoted  mmmiiikuv 
energy  laboratories 

(12)’  National  Weather  Serviep.  ,  , 

In  -adklHion  to  its  legislative  jttctadK&mi)  under  pruvi- 

*wiwi  Jirf  this  on nigntph  land  it*  g<Otftml  oversight  fu  net  ion  under 
cUnine  2tbK  I  ft,  the  eimuniUee  shall  have  Oversight  tiinc 

turn  .provided  for  in  clause  ft  ft  with  r^\\  hr  ail  numhfhiary  re 
search  and  development 

Id  i  «WwiUet  «n  .^nwll  Huumw. 

♦  If  Assistance  In  and  protect  ior>  of  sit  fall  husihfs^.  t  or  hiding  n 

uancioi  aid  . 

(2t  Participation  of  smidl  lniswr*ss  ‘a  iuhiim  at  pfiteuFe 

merit  and  Government  contracts 

In  addition  to  its  legislative  jurisdiction  under  Oh?  pjw'duu;  prove 
siMns  of  this  paragraph  and  (itfei|eherfti  oversight  function  under 
glduse  2fbH  |  it,  the  wwndttee  shftH  bnvft  dhk  spirial  ^ersight  func¬ 
tion  provided  for  in  thusc  :t<g)  •  tvdh'; rrspc'ct  hr  0«e  problems  nf 
small  business, 

uH  ommtttee  uh.  Hlnodards  of  t KOmM  ;umtu<  f 
if)  Measures  relating  to  the  iVkJe  of  f  induct 

In  addition  lo  i\s  legisluiive  juvftdirhmi  under  the  preceding  provi¬ 
sion  af  this  paragrapli  toad  fts-  genet**)  dW^ight  function  under 
Clouse  2th*  id  the  coKiirdOee  shall  have  the  iutwUnnPwdh  respect 
to  recornnrieodotlOns,  studies’,  investigations^ and  usi><>fts which  arc 
provided  for  m  films?  If  ip K  and  the  functions  designated  ov  Idles  l 
and  V  of  the  Ethics  in  Government  Act  of  HW-  and  srf  t  ♦♦?*»* 

7,'hM,  and  7;ftVl  of  title  5,  United  Stales  Code 
4ui  Committee  on  Veterans*  Affairs. 

M »  Veterans*  mensurs-s  generiitfy 

i2i  Ometerh*  of  the  Uptfed  Sptfe,'Mi:-.whyh  vpt  of  duy  vwr 
or  conflict  are  or  may  be  buried,  her  in  t  he  Uni  led  hi  ales  or 
abroad,  except  cemeteries  lidpibj^tetvd  by  the  ,Src«e!;iry\*d  w*  Jl‘- 
terior.  .- 

Id!  (VmvfM?nsut»Of»;  ,V«? 

tuans 

\  \)  l,ifp  insurance1  issued  b^-'|lfH'f-i5.dV‘pru nf**i if •. oft ...ucyp.lt ftt  of  serv¬ 
ice  in  the  Armed  Foroes  '  . 

i>  Pensions  of  all  the  wars  oi  ih«-  Htnjc*  generof  and  *pe- 

cud. 

(til  Readjust  men*  of  servicetmpy  to  Civil  hh’ 

(7>  Soldiers*  and  Vidors’  civil  relief 

(Hi  Veterans  hospitals,  medical  care,  Hftd  treatbivKit  ut vpmmns. 

•  vi Committee  on  Way*  and  Means. 

< ; )  Customs',  collection  distrk’ls.  nrwf  }•*•♦  f*  »rt  ifUry  amt  delivery 
(2i  Rec>p«jcnl  trade  agreements 
iSf  He vetnic  measures  generally. 

<4l  Revenue  measures  ielat'«,o}?  tu  the  in^iihir  !*>** cMpuws 
tfil'TW  bonded  debt  of  the  United  Stan-  (subject  to  Un*  Iasi  sen¬ 
tence  of  clause  4(g)  of  this  rule*. 

(Of  The  deposit  of  public  moneys 
i7)  Transportation  of  dutiable  goot& 

(Hi  Tax  exempt  torndat  ion*  nod  cbdribrblo  tnis-fs 


d‘*  NtfUohit)  social  security,  except  iA>  health cure  and  facilities 
programs  that  Me'  supported  from  general  revenues  as  opjxised  to 
pavroif  deductions  and  (B)  work  incehtiv^  piogntms 

(ieneruMlversight  UespoiiMihilitks 

2-  ‘■tillin' artist -fcu  assist  th^  Hot*  sc  in— 

( J>  its  analv^.  appr»(iH»b  and  evaipatuHi  cd  VPe  A$f dim 
I  tmj,  iHffidntstrafkffii  execufinn  and  effecilv^iH^  |awh 

eiinpu^f  by  the  Cong or  tBi  conditfons,jt^  ^rctik^farici^ 
v.  liich  may  IpdfCitfe: ' the  itecossity  or  rfesirhbdd^ 
h‘Ov  oi  additbirntt  IegHbifiOt'b  and 

its  fornmiaUun.  considf ’ration  and  i-fmctyiiont  A  sneb 
oiodifjcptnHis  of  or  chdngefi.  in  Ihoae  tows, 
id  legislai  iiinr  o:-  erkftjj  b«  o|  ;uo»i 

(he  various  ^ndm^  coni milteoe  shall  h»ve  «>vprgig|h  fcsiio^bd 
it  ins  .is  provided :  in  paragraph  thf 
(bn  i )  Eacti  standing  committee  (other  than  the  C^mmVtivc  no  Aji- 

profui  itpyn^  Hhrl  the  CommUli.*e  or  the  Budget i  ihnl)  iretdew  and 
siudy,  mv  a  ♦  oniiiutihg  fwi«.  the  application,  aitniimslndion, 
th>«»  and  e  {Tee  f»  yen  ess  of  ibp.s^  laws*  or  parts  of  laws,  (he  sulijeid 
mailer  v»f  wbieh  is  within  the  iunsdicMon  of  that  comrmUee  and 
I  he  lugaidzaUon  ppd  opersit  iof^  of  the  Federal  agencies  oed  enlitir^ 
hftvific -fe«pons8#*ht'to  in  or  For  the  aduninfst ration  oud  executioit 
Ibereul.  in  order  U*  determine  whether  s»iCh  bws  and  the  programfi 

♦  hen.ijuder  are  implemented  ♦nd  carrtefl  nut  in  aau«}ance 

4V’lb  the  t hlenf  i:>K  the  Congress  and  ♦.vhether  such  fungmm»  should 
be  cuuth»b4>d ;  curtailed,  or  eliminated,  f ft  addition,  ench  such  corn- 
mil  tee  statl]  review  and  study  any  condUmns  or  cheumsiances 
whjyh .nifty  hviitenfe  the.  necessity  or  dosir^brUty  of  euncting  new  nr 
addiiimitil  le|?is}BUon  within  tho  juHadictton  »d  ihpt  committee 
(whether  nt  nut  en y  bit!  or  resolution  has  been  tnirodtued  with  re 
sp^.:i  tl^refo5  and  shall  on  a  continuing  basis  ur»d<?t^k^  future  re¬ 
search  and  forecasting  m  matiera  withm  the  jurisdiction  of  that 
commi'lf^e  r  Each  sujcfr  committee  having  more  than  uvoniy  mom 
boys;  ^mMt  mtablj^h  an  oversight  subcommittoo,  eft  hmure  its  suh- 
cvrofmitrees,  if  any,  to  conduct  oversight  in  ihe  area  pf-ijtft.iy  resptoc- 
0ve  lufisdittftm.  to  assist  in  carrying  out  us  respi>nsibibfreH  »iitder 
( b  4  Tk&-  ttneh  t  of  oversight  mvf  tees-. 

y  of  fhe 

I * *4  fipx  out  < heir'  uVejhpiflibt :•  • 

•  ;(2j  'he  or,  (.bivemo?ent  %}\*x fit ioft^  ; revji.uw.  and 

x\i\Xyt  '-*i  *<i  ci»rd*fHfptg  h;m$r  the  tifterntion  of  <>ovor'asm^nG^ctiv» 

lies  af  alf  levels  with  ft  View  to  determining  their  economy  mid  effi¬ 
ciency 

The  I’omrmtlee  tin  Appropriations  shall  conduct  such  studies 
and  examinations  of  the  organization  and  operation  of  executive 
departments  and  other  executive  agencies  (including  any  agency 
the  majority  of  the  stock  of  which  is  owned  by  the  Government  of 
the  United  States^  aa  it  may  deem  necessary  to  assist  it  in  ih#‘  do- 
terrmnation  of  matters  within  I&  jurisdiction 
icj  Each  standing  committee  ofthe  House  shall  have  the  function 
of  reviewing  and  studying  on  a  cohtmuing  bask  the  impact  or  prob 


App.  1053 


iilite  impact  uf  lux  firtJicU'*; Mhud  m>c  subn''  *":-  »,l«  i,H  1  s,h' *mn 

an  described  in  eUiushs  Vavod  '*>  ,./v.  -  /*  '^. '’  *''  ‘  •'  '  ;• >■ 

Sprrbil  rK^irHi^bn  aut  lMMi^ 

;i  ui)  The  ( VintmiUee  an  Armed  Services  skull  hove  Mm  fuu<  tern 
of  reviewing  iiml  studying,  on  a  eonUnumg  fyisi*.  ad  InW^y.rm 
I'rnmsu  and  (.oveimuent  activities  dealing  with  »r  uivoiving  Udpr 
national  anm  control  and  disarmament  and  *!»•-  cdu*.  a?  mo  id  mUi 
tary  dependents  in  schools  ; 

» h  i’ f  tM*.'wn  A  hr  *bad  bavi- •  it! >•  tnnetpin  H 

ranfcVog  ^ntvaua^'  Modi**  pfMm  **llvVl  «‘U  budgei  ^itlays 
rtf\retetf»ht  efeSssIfog  ami  $ft;npf*ed  «#  m>d  *t*p»ir»nig  Mm 

cesruits  oi  niicff  slushes  tu  the  $fe»M#fc  on  a  *e<uftipg  hnSix  and 
mjoosfinn  and  ewdaiMha'  ^miwuufhp  Mwww  id  i;**  e* 
jamdilures,  devising  methiads  t d  &*oiMni;  fax  #>*|Hmdourev 

|mHcie$’  And  wfth  direct  buduM  outlays,  add  tupurl 

*«,£  the  fluffs  of  Sticb  St iir|l»*K  In  Mil  H"(M-  ,<h  It  UMUrrMifc 
basis  , 

icf-The  iVmrfHttee  <>.,  Kd  tent  mo  and  halnu  shall  have  Ma  jMity- 

iiar*  of  studying,  and  romdni.dmn.  .'.on  o  ■■v.i.HiM.mmg 

,plf  amf  f  imuanrmmd  ,o >tvd^.dv<do^  with 

or  mVblviiig  fioM^di.e'  i^hn .0  omul  {i^#g  fun!*  ■-•»»>.♦  M.-anonm,;-  and 

programs  of  student'  nsHisfontrv-W.foeh  n*»*  v\iibin  the  IpMvbrte'ji  •«> 

... 

idi  Thu  <w.v": Atbii rs  shall  foo  *  ;l i*$|t i*r »»  df  ' . 

.V,  =  ..;  a  a  vtfjomm^  »m  a-  ;dl  1;ov>  ;  ping  rams. 

*'■■••  .  n  dealing  with  nr  invol>»0^  mhhihx  \til 
iU * ? » 1*4 /  V  to  >  y. .  t  * P<1  btf  v nr  1  tv » ties  relating  »♦,  |--.r:->*:i*  ■•.poll*  V.  tidcr- 

i  *»  Jars  orgadi/af  i* »i» -  -tod  »on a  oniemid. 

■  ■•..  ■  • 

■■■  ■  ;  oVr.fi it  and  Insnlai  *\Mvo^  shall  j&ifff)  Mo* 

•  :••  *  ■  ••>  ;■'  Sl.iidytim,  on  :*  has.s,  ail  i:n*s, 

and  <fuvorr»nvi*hl  r  !  ivat ■  .  «)«*aliii^:  '-vdh  5ndiaO>  ami 
luiomihtary  mu  fear  t  n*  ruv  ;M»d  o-msih  h  and  <lt  vi  lnj,Mvad  -an  lud 
mjs  ihc»  di»p«is:d  «d  ntiemar  wjisU*  ' 
tlr  T|>t*  t'OmnntfH*  on  ‘Srn.'.ov^.  Sj*;n'‘-  aiid  f»  ' ln»ah»i‘y .shall _o.;»v*f 
tht*  fnoction  a|  revi?».vvnot;  ainl  .>>1  ndynns  oh  a  ♦Mn’ininaoj;  b.:lu»-'  ;t-i 
laws,  programs.  nt>d  CkKvrnrm*»il  v*;-tivo n--  «h  dnu:  s>dh  ?n  nusdv 
i»»K  nonmdiUif.v  y^virch^iid  d*-voUiji«'»-'»d 
■  ip  Tin*  CprtimUi^e  W  BusihisiN  shall  .ha***!  Mm  ln»Kin>o  vd 

studyfn^ sihd  iryvesisgsta.f'^ '  ur,  a  i*»r>tnnnm;  ■  ?t»r  }dohb-ms  •»** 
ail  types  of  small  ho^ihVSH, 

(hi  The  CnnVmitthe  on  Emn^y  am)  t’ainna n  »•  slun!  «h»*  lone 
lion'  i>!‘  review hi^'  and  siadythh  a  .cnidmutm.;  ba  ns,  all  liHys.  pra- 
aieltvilms-.  re.hit iniii  *fv  am. and  nthe*f 

« » i  TluvC VnmVdt4*e  nil  ftul*r^  >hd!J*  iidv^  the  inm  (  ••«>»  n|  f*as.*^  um 
•md  S( Vill'MfJtil,  *i  Cf*Ot t Irn  <  '  s'  louai  <ani^.*t 

ess.  and All«MWinlWtttwv  :  li>na  dinv*  !♦>  I  tO<<-  eapm  v  (h 
and  rocommendalnmK  to  tlfr  .1  loUso 


Addtiinmd  I  niM  t ions  id  t  oininilf <m  s 

I  (;r«  I  d A i  The  (‘onimiMeo  <m  Appropriations  shall,  within  ;<0 
driys  ariY^r  I  he  itt^l  of  lludgei  !fhe  i eacb  yvnri 

hold .  h**iirtiijjs  f*r»  M«t'  as  ^  Whole  With  jytrMcUhu  r.-h.; *».,>. *• 

In  - 

Ml  U?v  hasm  H'onnfpendabema  ;H»d  hod^-htry  fn»livW*s  s*l  the 
MrnspKtf!  m  Urn  prt^nlptikp  toFdK^? 

Mh  Mo  fiscaL  AmMi'dal.  and  economiv  assno^pf ii?nK  used  as 
h.-me-s  hi  arriving  id  Icibit  mtuioded  :i?td  rereads. 

MM  fil  pursuant  lu  suMivtsbih  l  A/.VtjtW  ^vihukit 

!<*♦•  shall  rert>ve  tesiimony  from  the  Se^re’Uify.'uf  the  r>yasMf\,  Mu* 
l>j  t  a  *cj  *  »r  f  M#  b  -of  Mari  age  me  n  t  and  find  y  «>t 

Mm  ruunnl  o!'  fowbwic  Advisers,  and -such  other  s.ins  as  Mu* 
i  jnimuitvr  mm  fusin' 

>«  »  th  unmrs  pursuant  to  subdivision’  tAi;  or  my  >ro*T  Umrvui, 
shut)  he  t>j|i»>h  session,  except  vvhtat  Mu-  roiunuthH\.  rp  oyMM* 

sns-ano  and  wt»h  a  .'phirunr  fire^rd.  .dei^onmo.s  hv  roil  rail  vole 
Oial  tim  tniitimoHy  ut-ttwitytiu'ftf#  #)p  iltul  day  ma>  be 

lohjtrd  to  a  mdlt^r  of  tyulAtim I :  security .  /VamMA  huHnbur.  That 
Mm  s  uoim»Hi‘“  may  by  lh*«  ^ame  pnw.Hn,iore  cbm*'  one  suhsofiuent 
dur  at  hoofing,  A  tKdtscrtpl  of  all  Aprh  shall  fo*  printe  d 

nod  a  ropy  'Mourn?  on  nodu'd  h? -  n«:.h  Meffdw  i  .  tlrlep.Mr,  Sum)  ftu* 
ut  f 'dunnissionvr  from  J'uvihi  tti'Co 

Mb  Uea*higs  pursuant  in  sutMdivisioo  or  any  poU  <Wm>| 

u,av  im  hold  l>.*h,rr-  fimd  metdutgs  of  the  eomniMi^  and  Mn  tVrm 
indi,*i*  »m  Aptnnprvdfions  ol  the  Senate  in  acennhiuro  wilh  ^rh 
(>>*u  »*dnf ns  as  j he  two  roiiHuittens  j<nuUv may  dt*tf«r/ni»ur 

M4l  vVhi* never  any  hill  or  re.solulkm  which  provides  nmv  jspauittu; 
UHlhnviiy  dPs»/fftm(i  '  ip  sec^itm  40  U<?  Kklfl*}  ol  thr*  t 
Hodgrd  Act  of  l!l7J  a$  relented  by. a  OHrmuiUon  ol  the  liouHt  ami 
Mo  amoun!  pf  new  htniget  uotiioray  which  mtt  fie  ^ph/ed  h>?  Mm 
hViat  ye.ji  involved  d  such  hill  nr  resohdmn  is  lumct^d  as  sn  i\  inu\- 
ed  exceoilf.  4hi"  vippMiprhde  ufltic-Miup  of  new  iindgef  &f  tu 

ptop-.i  if'-,  dv-serdHsim,  vbtm*e  ft  I*  ?  m  cnrm^  lum  with  the  oa«A  re 
^‘hl  M  a^ieed  io  V‘M»Cui  r*ou  !  vsiduhoit  im  the  budget  lor  such  l;>,  d 
.  a*f  l)  toil  nr  festduMuo  shaU  U.t  n  b:  referred  to  the  fluinot it 
iuu  Mil ^ KiffvnV  vs-atir  ipstfucMuns  tu  ipjioti  if,  with'  Uh  ropi 
oiiMnes  rB’dlii  Mihkt  h » Mo  ri;>  and .  *  if .  the  com  mill  \  *e  deems  it  desnahhn 
With  .in  ameodnuad  lon.d*og;  iiw  tUitut  amhuHt  of  new  xprodmii  au- 
t hunt v  pr^vid^d  m  (he  IkM  Or  resoiuUon,  wiUiiu  i.C.  caHnuia/  d^iys 
( Hot  roitvi'm;  m>y  ituy  m  Which  the  1  hmse  is  rail  m  session.*.  Wh*?-* 
liinp  with  the  driy  iuMt/vying  the  day  cm  which  ii  *s  m>  rHemui  tl 
the  tiioiniiMee  on  Apprepriotmus  fails  to  report  the  biM  or  resniu 
lipn  witMni  such  Ifeday  fM^rmd.  the  cunrmtUw  ehutf  br*  automatical 
I y  d i^hprged  tiruiu  further  consider td ion  of  the  hill  m  resol  u t  ion 
and  five  hiH  or  resphiHon  shall  be.  pliie^f  on  the  appropt  iai<*  t  aleri 
dor>  *  •  y, -  /■  \/  '''  '  '  ’  ' ,,  ’.'  >'‘4'  %  * .  /  r‘  * '  - 1 '  . 

h<»  to  ^iddiMun  ,  tan  ( VinunUlee  on  .AppropruM hia*  shall  siiaty  no  a 
Van  Man  fog  1>0h5s  provisions  <>t  \n%  Which  dob  the  lo  st  day  of 

t lie  H*,d  tfseat  year  fur  which  the  cnngM'jssioiyd  hud^i*!  j)i>>ces.s  jf% 
elTeclivi.o  pnonie  se  nding  authority  ot  pertmmeol  budget  oulhor 
iiy,  and  frhatt  report  to  the  House  Irorn  time  to  fime  its  reeoiipm  p 
djrtions  lor  (»o-|h1tudfng  or  modifying  such  prfwjsfuos 
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(hi  The  Gommittee  on  I  lie  Budget  shall  have  tlx*  duty 

(1)  to  review  on  a  continuing  basis  tin*  comtucl  bv  tin*  (  «>n 
gressional  Budget  Office  of  its  functions  and  duties; 

(2)  to  hold  hearings.  and  receive  testimony  from  Members  ol 
Congress  and  such  appropriate  representatives,  ol  federal  do 
partments  and  agencies,  the  general  public,  and  national  orga¬ 
nizations  as  it  details  desirable,  in  developing  the  concurrent 
resolutions  on  the  budget  for  each  fiscal  year; 

(III  to  make  all  reports  required  ol  it  by  the  <  ongressional 
Budget  Act  of  107*1.  including  the  repot  ling  ol  leconciliat  ion 
bills  and  resolutions  when  so  ret|uired; 

(I)  to  study  on  a  continuing  basis  those  provisions  ol  law 
which  exempt  Federal  agencies  or  any  ol  their  activities  or  out¬ 
lays  from  inclusion  in  the  Budget  of  the  United  States  Govern¬ 
ment,  and  to  report  to  the  House  from  time  to  time  its  recom¬ 
mendations  for  terminating  or  modifying  such  provisions;  and 

(.r>)  to  study  on  a  continuing  basis  proposals  designed  to  im¬ 
prove  and  facilitate  methods  of  congressional  budget-making, 
and  to  report  to  the  House  from  time  to  time  the*  results  of 
such  study  together  with  its  recommendations. 

(cMl)  The  Committee  on  Government  Operations  shall  have  the 
general  function  of — 

(A)  receiving  and  examining  reports  of  the  Comptroller  Gen¬ 
eral  of  the  United  States  and  ol  submitting  such  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  I  louse*  as  it  deems  necessary  or  desirable  in  con 
nection  with  the  subject  matter  of  such  re|H»rts; 

(B>  evaluating  the  effects  of  laws  enacted  to  reorganize  tlx* 
legislative  and  executive  branches  of  the  Government;  and 

(C)  studying  intergovernmental  relationships  between  the 
United  States  and  the*  States  and  municipalities,  and  between 
the  United  States  and  international  organ  i/at  ions  ol  which  the 
United  States  is  a  mctnlier. 

(2)  In  addition  to  its  duties  under  subparagraph  1 1 ),  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Government  Operations  may  at  any  time  conduct  investiga¬ 
tions  of  any  matter  without  regard  to  tlx*  provisions  ol  clause  l,  2, 
or  2  tor  this  clause)  conferring  jurisdiction  over  such  matter  upon 
another  standing  committee.  The  committees  findings  and  recom¬ 
mendations  in  any  such  investigation  shall  lie  made  available  to 
the  other  standing  committee  or  committees  having  jurisdiction 
over  the  matter  involved  (and  included  in  the  report  of  any  such 
other  committee  when  required  by  clause  2< I K ’ i ►  ol  Rule  XI). 

(d)The  Committee  on  House  Administration  shall  have  the  func¬ 
tion  of— 

(1)  examining  all  hills,  amendments,  and  joint  resolutions 
after  passage  by  the  House  and.  in  cooperation  with  the 
Senate,  examining  all  bills  and  joint  resolutions  which  shall 
have  passed  both  Houses  to  see  that  they  are  correctly  en¬ 
rolled,  forthwith  presenting  those  which  originated  in  the 
House  to  the  President  of  the  United  States  in  person  alter 
their  signature  by  the  Speaker  of  the  House  and  the  President 
of  the  Senate  and  reporting  the  fact  and  date  ol  such  presenta¬ 
tion  to  the  House; 

(2)  reporting  to  the  Sergeant-at-Arms  ol  the  House  concern¬ 
ing  t  he  t  ravel  of  Members  of  1  lie  I  lousi*;  and 


.  . . ,,,,  inioMiiar ion  rtysiems  a 

>«  Iw  chiliMK  service  which  shall  Ik*  used  hv  all  the  committees 
and  subcommittees  of  the  House  to  eliminate,  insular  as  rnssi 
ole.  any  meeting  and  scheduling  conflicts 

"  1 1  T|„.  Commit  lee  „„  Standards  of  Official  Conduct  is  author 
i/nl  to  ..•commend  to  the  Mouse  from  time  to  time  such  admin 
:  may  appropriate  to  establish  or  enforce 

h  i  "  WT  ‘"'t*'  l,,r  Members,  officers,  and  employees 
V  V'’ ls' '•  •'"<*  any  Idler  of  reproval  or  other  administrative 

S,',  n"!m  "n""",' l""K"a"t  loan  investigation  under  sithdivi- 
It  shall  only  be  issued  or  implemented  as  a  part  of  a  report 

era  !!  r-i  t  .T' ’  s,,bd,v,,,,|<m;  ""  ft  inv<'st '«<»<'■  sul.ject  to  .subpara 
h1  “  ,’1  1  "K  Pmagraph  any  allied  violation,  by  a  Member,  of- 
"!  ‘  "'I’loyee  ol  the  Mouse,  or  the  Code  of  Official  Conduct  or 
any  law  rule  regulation  or  other  standard  of  conduct  applicable 
the  conduct  of  such  Member,  officer,  or  employee  in  the  perforn.- 
ance  ol  his  duties  or  the  discharge  of  his  responsibilities,  and  after 
n otn e  and  hearing  (unless  the  right  to  a  hearing  is  waived  bv  the 
Mi  miter,  officer,  or  employee),  shall  report  to  the  Mouse  its  'Vmd 
logs  ol  lad  and  recommendations,  if  any,  upon  the  final  disposition 
'  I  anv  Kluh  nivest.gation,  and  such  action  as  the  committed  may 
deem  appropriate  in  the  circumstances;  (C)  to  report  to  the  appro 
|.i  talc  federal  or  State  authorities,  with  the  approval  of  the  Mouse 
any  substantial  evidence  of  a  violation,  by  a  Member,  officer  or 
(  mplosee  ol  the  Mouse,  ol  any  law  applicable  to  the  performance  of 
I  s  .In  ,es  or  he  discharge  of  his  responsibilities,  which  may  have 
b  in  disilosed  in  a  committee  investigation;  <1)1  to  give  consider¬ 
ation  to  the  request  of  any  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of  the 
'  l'"  i,n  advisory  opinion  with  respect  to  the  general  propriety 
ZT"-£  P,°,,,,Sl‘d  c,,"d1uc‘  <*  Member,  office"  or  ene 
r  ■  i  i  w,lh  “Piw-opnate  deletions  to  assure  the  privacy  of  the 
. ; hvulual  concerned.  to  publish  such  opinion  for  the  guidance  of 

L  ve  me!Hb<‘T'  °  'aTu  and  emPloyees  of  the  Mouse;  and  (K)  to 
g  ve  , oiisideratinn  to  the  request  of  any  Member,  officer,  or  em 

P.  •' . 'V11'  ,,<,lls''  ,or  o  written  waiver  in  exceptional  ciivum 

stances  with  res|>ect  lo  clause  1  of  rule  XUII 

.••IoiVm  N"  "‘S'dution,  report,  recommendation,  or  advisory  opinion 
a  mg  to  t  he  official  conduct  of  a  Member,  officer,  or  employee  „f 
!!  ,  Committee  on  Standards  of  Official 

niiducl.  and  no  investigation  of  such  conduct  shall  he  undertaken 
h>  suihcomniittee  unless  approved  by  the  affirmative  vote  of  a 
majority  of  the  members  ot  the  committee. 

(B>  Fxcept  in  the  cast-  of  an  investigation  undertaken  by  the  com 
mittee  on  its  own  initiative,  the  committee  may  underlake  an  in- 

Med  ",0", '"'a""K  |h«‘  "fficial  conduct  of  an  individual 

Member,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  Mouse  of  Representatives 


li  upon  receipt  ol  a  complaint,  in  writing  and  under  oath 
made  by  or  submitted  tc.  a  Member  of  the  Mouse  and  transmit-’ 
t<*d  to  the  committee  by  such  Member,  or 
(in  upon  receipt  of  a  complaint,  in  writing  and  under  oath 
directly  from  an  individual  not  a  Member  of  the  House  if  the 
committee  finds  that  such  complaint  has  been  submitted  by 
such  individual  to  not  less  than  three  Members  of  the  House 
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who  have  refused,  in  writ  inn.  to  transmit  mu  h  complaint  to 

i lie  committee. 

(O  No  investigation  shall  he  undertaken  hy  the  committee  ol  an> 
alleged  violation  ol  a  law.  rule,  regulation,  or  standard  ol  conduct 
not  in  effect  at  the  time  ol  the  alleged  violation  nor  shall  any  in¬ 
vestigation  he  undertaken  by  the  committee  <>|  any  alleged  viola- 
tion  which  occurred  helore  the  third  previous  (  impress  unless  the 
committee  determines  that  the  alleged  violation  i*  directly  related 
to  ;,nv  a  Melted  violation  which  occurred  in  a  more  recent  (’undress. 

i  |)i  A  member  ol  the  committee*  shall  he  ineligible  to  partic  ipate, 
is  a  member  ol  the*  committee,  in  any  committee  proceeding  relat- 
in,!  to  his  or  her  official  conduct.  In  anv  case  in  wlm  h  a  member  ol 
th.  committee  is  ineligible  to  act  as  a  member  ol  the  committee 
under  the  preceding  sentence,  the  Speaker  o!  the  House  shall  desig- 
nate  a  Member  ol  the*  House  Irom  the  same*  political  party  as  the 
ineligible  member  ol  the  committee  to  act  as  a  momlrer  ol  the  com 
mittec*  hi  any  committee  pmrerding  r«la(mg  (<•  the  ofluial  conduct 
•I  such  ineligible  member 

i Hi  A  member  of  th'»  cummiltec*  mav  disqualify  himsell  Irom  par 
1 1,  .pntin^  in  any  investigation  ol  the  conduc  t  ol  a  Member.  ollicer, 
o.  employee  of  the  House  upon  the  submission  in  writ  inn  und 
under  oath  of  an  affidavit  ol  disqualillcal  inn  bating  that  he  c  annot 
tender  an  impartial  and  unbiased  decision  in  the-  case*  in  which  lie* 
seeks  to  disqualify  himself  II  the  committee*  approve*  and  accepts 
such  affidavit  of  disqualification,  the  chairman  shall  so  notify  the 
Speaker  and  request  the  Speaker  to  designate  a  Member  of  the 
House  Irom  the*  same*  imlitical  party  as  the*  disqualifying  mc*mhc*r  ol 
the*  committee  to  act  as  a  member  ol  I  he*  committee  in  any  commit¬ 
tee*  proceeding  relating  to  such  investigation. 

iKi  No  information  or  testimony  received,  or  the*  contents  ol  a 
complaint  or  the  fact  of  its  filing,  shall  be  public  lv  disclosed  by  anv 
committee  or  staff  member  unless  specifically  authorized  in  each 
instance  by  a  vote  of  the  full  committee 

(|wl>  Kach  standing  committee*  ol  the  House  shall,  in  its  consider¬ 
ation  of  all  hills  and  joint  resolutions  of  a  public  character  within 
its  jurisdiction,  insure*  that  appropriations  lor  continuing  programs 
and  activities  of  the*  Fedeial  ( Jovernment  and  the*  District  < >1  Co¬ 
lumbia  government  will  he*  made  annually  to  the  maximum  extent 
feasible  and  consistent  with  the  nature,  requirements,  and  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  programs  and  activities  involved  I* or  the  purposes  ol 
this  paragraph  a  (Jovernment  agency  includes  the*  organizational 
units  of  government  listed  in  clause  7(c>  ol  Rule  XIII 

ili)  Each  standing  committee  ol  the  House*  shall  review.  Irom 
time  to  time,  each  continuing  program  within  its  jurisdiction  lor 
which  appropriations  are  not  made  annually  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  such  program  could  In*  modified  so  that  appropriations 
therefor  would  be  made  annually 

<g)  Each  standing  committee  ol  the  House  shall,  on  or  before  reb- 
ruary  2.r)  of  each  year,  submit  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget  <1» 
its  views  and  estimates  with  respect  to  all  matters  to  be  set  forth 
in  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  lor  the  ensuing  fiscal 
vear  which  are  within  its  jurisdiction  or  functions,  and  (2)  an  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  total  amounts  of  new  budget  authority,  and  budget  out¬ 
lays  resulting  therefrom,  to  he  provided  <>i  authorized  in  all  bills 


and  resolutions  within  its  jurisdiction  which  it  intends  to  he  effec¬ 
tive  during  that  fiscal  year  The  views  and  estimates  submitted  hy 
the  Commit  tee  on  Ways  and  Means  under  tin*  preceding  sentence 
shall  include  a  specific  recommendation,  made  after  holding  public 
hearings,  as  to  tin*  appropriate  level  of  the  public  debt  which 
should  lx*  set  foith  in  the  concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  re¬ 
ferred  to  in  such  sentence  and  serve  as  the  basis  lor  an  increase  or 
decrease  in  the  statutory  limit  on  such  debt  under  the  procedure's 
provided  hy  rule  XLIX  * 

(h)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  a  concurrent  resolution  on  the 
budget  for  any  fiscal  year  is  agreed  to,  each  standing  committee  of 
I  he  House  (alter  consulting  with  the  appropriate*  committee  or  com¬ 
mit  lees  of  the  Senate)  shall  subdivide  any  allocations  made  to  it  in 
the  joint  explanatory  statement  accompanying  the  conference 
report  on  Mich  resolution,  and  promptly  report  such  subdivisions  to 
the  House,  in  the  manner  provided  by  section  .‘{OJ  or  section  (»02  tin 
the  case  of  fiscal  years  EMM  through  EM)f>)  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Ad  of  l!)74 

tii  Each  standing  committee  of  the  House  which  is  directed  in  a 
concurrent  resolution  on  the  budget  to  determine  and  recommend 
changes  in  laws,  hills,  or  resolutions  under  the  reconciliation  proc¬ 
ess  *  hall  pmmptly  make  such  determination  and  recommendations, 
and  report  a  reconciliation  hill  or  resolution  (or  both)  to  tin.*  House 
or  submit  such  recommendations  to  the  Committee  on  the  Budget, 
in  accordance  with  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  of  l!)7  I. 

Referral  of  Bills.  Resolutions,  ami  Other  Matters  to  Committees 

a  (a i  Each  bill,  resolution,  or  other  matter  which  relates  to  a 
subject  listed  under  any  standing  committee  named  in  clause  1 
shall  he  referred  hy  the  Speaker  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  t  li is  clause 

(hi  Every  referral  of  any  matter  under  paragraph  (a)  shall  he 
made  in  such  manner  as  to  assure  to  the  maximum  extent  feasible 
that  each  committee  which  has  jurisdiction  under  clause  1  over  the 
subject  matter  of  any  provision  thereof  will  have  responsibility  for 
considering  such  provision  and  reporting  to  the  House  with  respect 
thereto  Any  precedents,  rulings,  and  procedures  in  effect  prior  to 
the  Ninety  Fourth  ('digress  shall  be  applied  with  rcs|»eet  to  refer¬ 
rals  under  this  clause  only  to  the  extent  that  they  will  contribute 
to  the  achievement  of  the  objectives  of  this  clause 

‘ cl  In  carrying  out  paragraphs  (a)  and  ( b)  with  respect  to  any 
matter,  the  Speaker  may  refer  the  matter  simultaneously  to  two  or 
more  committees  for  concurrent  consideration  or  for  consideration 
in  sequence  (subject  to  appropriate  time  limitations  in  the  case  of 
any  committee),  or  divide  the  matter  into  two  or  more  parts  (re¬ 
flecting  different  subjects  and  jurisdictions)  and  refer  each  such 
pari  to  a  different  committee,  or  refer  the  matter  to  a  special  ad 
hoc  committee  appointed  by  the  Speaker  with  the  approval  of  the* 
House  (from  the  members  of  the  committees  having  legislative  ju¬ 
risdiction)  for  the  specific  purpose  of  considering  that  matter  and 
reporting  to  the  House  thereon,  or  make  such  other  provision  as 
may  be  considered  appropriate 
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tfh'ctiim  utid  Metnhe^hij)  df  t  nmiuinees;  rhaiinutn;  VaaiWi^; 

Select  nml  tYmfereitre  i ‘mittitMtec* 

If  UHfU  the  standing  'l  Ik* 

eiechd  by  fhe  H«use  within  the  seventh  £$fcttw.4'  day  limning 
iiftiir  iWcoKMirtrncfirTa^l  wf  widt  < V>Hgm;v  from  uummol  ions  sub- 
9fi»tle<l  by  the  wfwciive  twity  caucuses,  It  shall  always  he  irr  order 
in  COfedder  resolutions  warnmewtod  by  the  rv*(*KlM;  tfeblv  cou¬ 
nt sea  to  change  the  cnintxMMtkm  bf  stanoin#  eubhiMt fees 
M  One-half  vd  the  members  of  the  CVM'Mjl.H'e  a*irSt;indat.ds  of 
OlTicial  iVeidut't  shall  be  Irani  llw*  iiwiorrti*"|K*rty  aim-half 
diali  for  from  the  minority  party.  No  Member  shall  serve  as  a 
member  of  the  C’ommilU'ti  tin  StandurdH  of  Official  t  undue!  during 
more  fbsut  ‘i  (.Ymgresws  in  any  fM-riixi  *d  h  successive  rangrcsseft 
niihfetfnrding  for  ibis  purpose  tuty  service  per  formed  as  o  member 
of  such  committee  for  less  than  n  .fait  .session  hi  my  (kdigressi 
(ht  IVtemiwrHlitp  oh  standing  c^mmUtees  during  the.  course  of  a 
t  ungress  .shall  lie  contingent  on  tsimfrrmibg  in  the 

party  caucus  or  conference  that  nominal *d  --Meu  d  *  *r$  for  e% thin  to 
Mich  committees.  Should  a  Merobt-f  'chase  in  be'  u  mewlier  nl  a  par 
tieular  party  caucus  m  p m (ei once;  star J  Menhir  shall  ayhmUsHeub 
fy  eras*'  to  lie  a  member  of  a  KintplHUf  ^  hi  Whichhe  wrt£ 

elected  on  the  basis  of  mmiinotkm  h>  that  e:»u<  us  >ir  eanfercitce 
The  Cbm  nh  a  it  ot  the  relevant  peuty  caucus  V*r  c#m1r*ence.shi4l 
nplffy  the  Sp**akef  wheaeyof  a Mcwb  t  ceases  to  he  h  meoibrn  of  a 
party  caucus  or  cmgenwe  and  Hve  Shaker  shall  n<Udy  the  chaif- 
itt.itv  of  each  standing  <ya»ont«et!  oil  wUieli' "h*m4  Member  serves, 
that  in  accord  With  this  TifU\  iheMendM-rs  p|*r|>iih  &f  3HU&  com 
iniitee  is  auli>nmticnU)  vnaiUd 

Oii<*  of  the  tnenibefs  of  each  stand t#»£  r< m « m li fee  jtf&tH  be 
elected  by  the  House,  from  culminations  sbfmiiMtMj  by  th*v 
..party  caucus,  at  the  commencemerh  oi  each iVkign*^,  as  chairman 
thereof.  In  tilt*  t«?tn|H>rary  absence  nf  the  v  hair man.  the  ippmlHa 
next  in  rank  in  the  order  named  hi llie  ylpitlon  of  she  committee, 
and  so  on,  as  often  as  the  case  shajl  hapisou  vSlmjt  net  u£  ebdU'tMAd; 
and  in  case  of  a  pcrrnanenl  vacancy  in  the  ehuMmaosInp  of  aiiy 
such  committee  the  House  shall  elect  a  mu  her  yhahsnon 

<dl  Rm:h  Hthndrng  conunittee  i>f  the  ffopsH  of  Itefoeseidativesv- ‘ 
except  the  Commit  tee  on  the  HudgeVi  Unit  has  iiiouv  than  twenty  . 
members  shall  establish  at  least  li>Ur  suKoHnaUtet^s 
(e)  All  vuenneies  in  Standing  commu tees  fttviH  he  HIM  by  elec1 
lion  by  the  House  from  nominaiions.  submitted  by  the  TeSpective 
partv  v^aca^  nr  conference, 

ffl  Tfi^  sh/d  I  appcmi  I  id  I  Holed  ?Jiid  t^mfereaer  comiuit ' 

te<?s  w*5hh  shaH  be  ^deredf  by  tiie  House  iro«o  tnne  in*  tipie  In  ap- 
\nml)m  n&mixrpziii!  cohlefence  committees  the  Si^aker  shall  ap- 
fioinf  iti»  r  h$n-A  Hinjority  yd'  nieHibt'm  w)Vo  genera lf>  supported 
the  H,:  *  -  i  m  deieTiuine<|  by  ih»  h^saker -.-/The ^  %»eakef 

shaft  nobvr  who  are  pr moody  •le^wjusiMe  ho:'  the- Jegisla- 

t'imi  aii4  iJl  fhf  fnlfest  exleuf •  thHHib?e;V;riud#ide.;f1o>-  prbtritKtl 

pro|)€m«uds  of  the  nntjni  y. provisions-  'of  ?he  lull  as  \%  i^issid  I  he 
I  louse. 

«g»  Membership  on  select  »nd  joint  cotnmiHi  es  dunng  the  cxmrseK 
of  a  rongress  shall  he  coivMugenl  on  coitfimiing  ij>c*Hiiw*rship  m  the 


|»ai|\  yy turns  or  CoidtMjdtCe  Ihe  MelfdK'l  wab  -O  iHendsa  rd  al  the 
nine  of  His  ii|ifirtm|ufe;Ml'  dd  d.<4flpct-:ai:  .idibfc*  d'Hpuilfet*  Shnufd  a 
Memhei  cease  lo  Is*  o.  mcrniis'r  ol  that  caucus  or  conference,  s,aid 
Mi’ii ihei  -  shaff'Hutoqini  i.eidly  ream.*  to  be  a  member  uf  onv  seU*ct  or 
inini  comtmHee  lo  which  he  i#  assigned  Tho  eHsdrititifi  of  the  eele- 
\.in»  furty  yawns  m  ion  Ho  ence  shall  notify  the  S|w*riker  whenever 
a  Member  ceafs<>s  to  be  a  member  of  a  party  caiicus  or  conference 
and  the  8|»i-aker  shall  notify  the  dmirman  . if  earh  select  or  ioiid 
com nuMet*  tvhich  .viid  M^rtbee  ^rves,  that  In  accord  with  this 
role,  the  Mcmbe*  ^  api^oiOan  nt  to  such  conmofhs  is  oiPomaUeal* 
l\  \iie,dcd 

t  he  JSpeuUrr  nmy  apywmvt  tlte  H^idenf  X  Viinmisshimo  froia 
I'hhHo  II iot  and  iMegmes  to  the  Housi-  to  arvy  select  commit tei* 
nml  t u  any  cuul^reiicft  CibnpiiUeo  that  is  LUiipIderHig  legtslatutu  re 
ported  (loiu  a  tnMuniHK’  ou  whicH  tbey  serve. 

M»  f here  shall  tn>  .in  the  House  the  permanent  Select  romudifi^ 
on  Aunttf:  winch  shidf  not  have  legislative  jurisdiction  hut  which 
shall  Hacp  pirisdacf ioiv- 

M  *  le  conduct  a  cimiuiiiing  comprehensive  study  and  review 
"f ^  f he  ptYiblenJs  oj  f he  older  American,  including  bid  not  limit 
ed  iti  income  raahdepmoce,  housing,  heulth  < including  medical 
weMi|re%  education,  receettfiou,  Mud  par- 

tiyfpaih^u  in  hiindy  and  cumnuiHity  life  as  seihresfH’cfiug  citi* 
/etts  '  T 

<‘Jt  l<»  study  the  of  nil  practicable  mean*  and  met hodfc  ol 
vnrmiragiug  the  development  of  public  and  prfvnHv.pr^niiiis 
ami  which  will  assist  the  older  AmeHyaii  iu  taking  a 

lull  part  in  imt  inna!  life  and  which  will  encourage  dtc  ulili/a* 
I  km  nl  tlu'  knowledge,  skills,  special  aptihides.  md  abiHlies  of 
okko  Atnei  icans  to  contribute  to  a  better  <jmddv  of  Iii.e  hie  all 
/\n!»*ricaos; 

hit  pi  develop  fwijicies  that  would  ehemmige  the  ^mnhaation 

»»f  both  H<o;emmebHli  turd  private  ptMTidm  itvw&itnj  to  deal 
wnii  problem*  of  aging;  anti 

«li  to  review  any  recomipetidatkii^  inade  by  the  I  Resident  or 
by  Hie  While  House  Ctmlerenee  on  Agirig  lemlfng  to  pr«tgfHnis 

or  polk  it^  dW^llhg  plder  AmeHcafm 

ifult'  Xl.  tojlB  m(  fpitt'diiro  fur  ( knmiilth’H 
.  \  ?c .  In  Hetterul  '* 

1  ta«li  The  Holes  ?>t  the  House,  art*  the  rules  of  its  coiumiitt^s 
und  mht'ttmtnif  t.ee«:'  W> m  applicable,  except  that  a  mo!  ion  to 
recess  tun n  flay  ,h>  day,  and  »  motion  to  dispense  with  the  first 
fading  mh  fiiltl  hf  a  MM  dr  r^dutimt.  it1  pridied  copies  ore  avMH 
able.  are  nViodohaj abb*  mofmos.  of  high  privilege- -.tu  cuminilfeos  and 
subi'ommtifeas. 

t2f  K-oH  mibemuH)itter>  ol  a  cwmih**  in  a  pat!  of  that  rommit 
is  .H«Ahjoct  K<  *  lit-  iPdhnnty  and  iHrerfain  of  that.  .-onimitHs' 
HHtli.  flit' 

tie  klarb  canuniiJlee  is  authorised  otuHV  lipie  hi eomfuci  such  in 
v(^!;igtHionjv  and  studies  as  it  may  consider  tii^^Hary  or  apt>roprp 
ole  ill  the  t^jMrtso  »jf  its  r#‘s|)onsmiht?t*s  uiwha  Halo  X.  anil  muhjeei 
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4(b)  of  rule  XXXVI,  including  a  requirtotnovi  that  n*miivb»hibilily  of 
a  record  for  a  period  longer  than  the  period  ol  bd'w  ise '  'applicable. . 
under  that  rule  shall  )h*  approv/d  by  vote  of  the  rmwMltoe 

Pntxfc*  .  '  -  ,  /  .  '  .  ,v  '  ;-*  _  '■*  X  '  " 

if)  Ho  VPte  by  otfy  nveodier  jof  nuy  commit  Unr  or  ^ubconuniUee 
with  respect  t#  iny:  measure  of  matter  mpy  becnst  by  proxy  unions  ' 
such  committee,  by  written  rule  adopted  by  the  rommiUce.  permit*, 
voting  by  .prosify  and VequtrtM*' i-'Hd.  the  --o'  *•••.•*  -mikd* shall,  he  \ 

in  writing*  atari?  assert  that  &*>  m**mt*o  i.f  atrial  oo  /othdo!  bust 
new  or  ts  otherwise  m noble to  fee  jrr'wteni  at  l ta>  meeting  of  (he  cftui- 
miU^  sh«U  dwignate  the  per&on  who  te  to  exet riu  proxy  iiu* 
thnniiidJoft,  ati4  dull  be  lintSM  In  a  specifi*  -n itM.au rv  in  ♦uniter 
and  any  nrnendmefttft  or  motiouv  pertain  mg  riu^Hb;  vkvept  that  a 
member  may  authorise  s  general  proxy  only  lur  iii n to  m\s  t a  recess, 
adjourn  or  other  procedural  mailers  Each  prosy  io  Mr  el  (active 
shall  be  signed  by  ifeo  fpejpbi^r  a^igbing  his  vr.'he*  fc.ou*  and  ahull 
contain  the  date  and  Imre  of  r?.\y  fhof  lb* ;■■  proxy  >v.Mgord  lhoxi<*$ 
may  not  be  counted  for  n  quoru p». 

O/wn  rnwiinp*  and  tearing* 

tg4t?  Each  meeting  for  the  transaction  of  business,  including  the 
markup  of  legislation,  of  each  standing  committee  or  subcommittee 
thereof  shall  be  open  Id  the  public  except  when  the  com  mi  I  tee  or 
subcommittee,  in  open  session  and  with  a  major »fy  present.  deter- 
mines  by  roll  call  vote  that  ail  or  part  of  the  remainder  of  the 
meeting  on  that  day  shall  be  dosed  ta  tte  public:  I'nwuied,  fam*v- 
cr,  That  no  person  other  than  members  of  tin*  committee  and  such 
congressional  staff  nnd  sucb  di^rlmeninl  repn^Mdutivc^  ,*s  they 
may  gulbork#  iha\t-h*  &i>  any -feW* amvte  ter  markup  session 

which  has  boeb  do$x:4  hx  thv  :pObbc  does  not  apply 

to  opeti  hearings  ytbich  ore- provided  fur  by  douse  t<e*U 

of  jSEble  X:  iZr^Xmb  par&grbjdL  or  to  any  meet¬ 

ing  tha;t trrmt^rna,!' taid&Hi  dr  p£r)«^ngf  matters 

<Xi  lUch  feiteirmg  ttmriiietad  fey  «$$&  tom.miUec  or  subcommittee 
i heradf  shall  be  open  -to  tb£  pubhe  except  the  committee  or 
rcbcouumtfe&i  ta  npen  arid  vvitii  a  rpaMriy  present,  deter 

mines  by  t*H  CiVB  vote  that  a»h  o/  pM.H  '■'$&'■  Up.' ':  ^naihrier  of.,  that 
hearing  on  that  day  shall  be ^  dosed  to  the  public  iiecaoise  disclosure 
of  testimony,  evidence,  or  .other  motors  io  be  considered  would  en¬ 
danger  the  nalumk*  security  pr  would  viniate  apy  law  or  rule  of  ihe 
House  of  toprfcseotativm. Tiotwrihstanding  the  requirements  of  the 
preceding  sentence*  a  majority  of  those  present,  (tvefe  feeing  in  at¬ 
tendance  the  requisite  number  requimf  itndef  fNr  rule#  <$#  Ihe  com 
miftee  to  be  present  for  the  purpose  of  taking  trslimohy, 

(A)  may  vote  to  dm*  the  hearing  for  the  sole  porfMw  ^f  discuae- 
ing  whether  testimony  or  evidence  to  be  receive  would  endanger 
the  national  security  or  violate  clause  2(kK5)  of  Rule  Xt;  or 

(0)  may  vote  to  close  the  hearing,  as  provided  fel  d»dJ5e  of 

Rule  XL 

No  Member  may  be  excluded  from  pun  pa  r  t  id  pai  v»rV  attendkhc^a  t 
any  bearing  of  any  carnmlttee  or  siibcommittee,  exception 

of  the  Commitbee  on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct,  unless  the 
House  of  Representatives  shall  by  majority  vote  (Authorise  a  par- 


tu  ujrir  ounmMten  or  subcommittee,  for  purposes  of  a  purtiCtilur 
senes  ai '  hear  tugs  mi  n  p/irfirulnr  nilicle  of  logishuum  nr  m\  a  tnir 
hyjflur  ^uhjtJct  id  ta  vi  sligatiuh;  t4>  cl<*e  its  ImaringK  to  Menders  by 
\rK  ^Mn*v;pr^ifirr«  d^  in  this  subparagraph  for  closing 

lu^i  Migs  to  ihr  jiubli^r  IhHvever,  Thai  the  committee  or 

sunco#hmiUee  may  by  ihc  &a me  procedure  vote  io  close  one  sub^v 
<ti«’n4 •  nuy  'fec-hnhrfetjg  except  that  the  Committee  on  ApproririatioHs ' 
tho  f '#sn .^irwi-ed -3eryi»e,.  and  the  Perimu umt  StdwitW 
rndUr  mt  Intelligence  amt  the  subcommittees  therein  rmiy.  by  the 
sinne  piv>ci‘dMre/  vote  to  clt^‘  up  to  five  ndditumal  i  omms  u|  ive  davs 

V*V  hiMHIlfiS- 

{ ,:v  v>duh;uttee  id  ihe  House  (except  the  iWirmltee  on  Ruli^f 
M.uke  pohhc  anuemtement  of  the  date,  place  and  mihjecl 
ouMtrf  id  ,my  hearing  at  least  one  week  before  ^hecone 

Hi.  ociMurn  o«  ihr  hearbig;  If  'I  fie  committee  determines  that  then* 
»K  good  |-;;iuse  lo  the  luring  sooner,  it  shall  make  the  mi 

itrtunr^jput  Ui  jmxsibfe:  date  Any  made 

iiMder  Uus  Hidipanigriiph yifurif  be  promptly  piiblkh^j  in  the  Daily 
<jml  priOtHiify  entered  into  the  commitfe^  ^*rvice 

of  up*  I  hmse  Information  Systems. 

ib  Jvieh  cMmmdto  Bhajl,  insofar  us  in  pnicticahl*%  mphro  each 
wjini^  who  m  to  npfieiir  before  it  to  Hie  with  the  ammd tfee  (in 
mfvnKa*  W  I iw  nr  her  apfjeuiancet  a  Written  slaleimoti  fdf  the  pro 
|xw<Hn«*xhi!i(ipy  and  to  limit  the  oral  ;rit  m-h  dtii^tr 

anc*‘  to  n  brief  summary  of  hm  of  her  argument 
un  No  fMnt  oI  order  shall  tie  with  respect  to  Any  measure  repori- 
v<t  hv  any  rommHtee  on  the  ground  that  tastrife^P  auch  ukmsore 
wi  re  pot  coiiduried  in  accordance  with  the  mmvumx this 
i.lau«e,  except  that  a  jKiiiit  of  order  on  that  ground  may  he  made  by 
nay  member  of  ihe  committee  tvf itch  rep^irted  the  measure  if.  in 
th«‘  oaiiumRt*e,  such  p^mf  ®ft*rder  was  (AUnnelv  made*  and  jfftMm 
firni^rly  (rVerniled  ^  nuf  properly  considered. 

Md  ffee  preced *ng  of  this  paragraph  da  mil  apply  t*>  the 

cmimnflw  hastringx  which  are  provided  for  by  douse  haHtxVif  Rule 

fjjmptm  f»r  faking  UttimoTwmd  certain  aihrr  a tihn 

»hHti  Kadi  cnmrnftoe  may  fix  the  humt^r  ol' iriv ^  memlv^io  coo 
s< Horn.-  a  uuorij^  for  taking  testimony  and  r/reiving  ev^inue 
wh.»‘h  ^Unii  be  not  less  than  two, 

*  ;b  t:aeh  coin nd tier;  (except  the  Committee  an  Appropnati.mH,  the 
I  ammjUty  on  the  Budget  r  and  the  Commit te«»  on  Ways  umbMeapst 
may  fix  the  - mmter  of  its  members  to  cimsCdfei'e.  a  i}ibirppi  for 
taknig  any  ocDori  other  than  fhe.  reporting  .of  a- measure.  «»r 'Ahcom. 
mcmdplioo  which ,«h(&«  Ixv not  less  than  one  tiiird  of  ihe  mernherk 

i'roht'hMoh  again**  cammiUer  meeting*  daring  Cm  minnh  rule  and 
during  juint  Mxtiion*  andj&int  meeting* 

<<Ki>  No  committee  of  the  House  texcepft  the  1’oprmittee  .on  Ai^ 
mopnatious,..  the  Commit*?  on  th«  8utei,  the  ot» 

Moose  AihninistniUon,  the  tonmiUee  tm  Ruft^,  the  (>>mmitUf  t»u 
3timdarrbj  of  Official  O.mduct,  femi  the  VmmuiUv  on  Ways  mt\ 
ansi  may  sit,  without  special  leave/wfei^  the  Hum*,  is  reading  u 
incasur,-  for  amefi/Imoht  under  tl^  bve-nooMte  rule  For  purfKws 
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of  this  subparagraph  special  1 1 •; i v< •  will  lx*  gianlrd  unless  |U  nr  mon* 
Members  object. 

(2)  No  committee  of  the  I  loose*  may  sit  during  a  joint  session  of 
the  House  and  Senate  or  during  a  ret  ess  when  a  joint  meeting  ol 
the  House  and  Senate*  is  in  progress. 

Calling  and  interrogation  of  witnesses 

(jHl)  Whenever  any  hearing  is  conducted  by  any  commit  lev  upon 
any  measure*  or  matter,  the  minority  party  members  on  the*  com 
mittee  shall  be  entitled,  upon  reepie*st  to  the*  chairman  hy  a  majori¬ 
ty  of  them  tH*fore  the  completion  of  the*  hearing,  to  call  witnesses 
selected  by  the  minority  to  testily  with  re*sp<*ct  to  that  measure  or 
matter  during  at  least  one  day  ol  hearing  thereon. 

(2)  Each  committee  shall  apply  the  five-minute  rule  in  the  inter 
rogation  of  witnesses  in  any  hearing  until  such  time  as  each 
member  of  the  committee  who  so  desires  has  had  an  opportunity  to 
question  each  witness 

Investigatin'  hearing  proeedures 

(kxl)  The  chairman  at  an  investigative  healing  shall  announce 
in  an  o|K*ning  statement  tin*  subject  ol  the  investigation 

(2)  A  copy  of  the  committee  rules  and  this  clause  shall  hr  made 
available  to  each  witness 

(7l  Witnesses  at  investigative  hearings  may  Im  accompanied  hy 
their  own  counsel  for  the  pm  pose  of  advising  them  concerning 
their  constitutional  rights 

(If  The  chairman  may  punish  breaches  ol  older  and  decorum, 
and  of  professional  ethics  on  the*  part  of  counsel,  hy  ce  nsure*  and 
exclusion  from  the  hearings;  and  the*  commit  I  rr  mas  rite  the*  ol 
fender  to  the  House  for  contempt 

(f>)  Whenever  it  is  asserted  that  the  evidence  or  testimony  at  an 
investigatory  hearing  may  tend  to  delaine,  degiade.  or  incriminate* 
any  irerson. 

(A)  such  testimony  or  evidence  shall  lx*  presented  in  execu¬ 
tive  session,  notwithstanding  the*  provisions  ol  clause  2(g)(2)  ol 
this  Rule*,  if  by  a  majority  of  those*  present,  there*  being  in  at 
tendance  the  requisite  number  required  under  the*  rules  ol  the* 
committee  to  he  present  for  the  purpose*  ol  taking  testimony, 
the  committee  de*te*rmine*s  that  such  evidence  or  testimony 
may  tend  to  defame,  degrade*,  or  incriminate  any  person;  and 
(Hi  the  committee*  shall  proceed  to  receive*  sin  h  testimony  in 
open  session  only  if  a  majority  of  the*  members  of  the  commit¬ 
tee,  a  majority  being  present,  determine  that  such  evidence  or 
testimony  will  not  tend  to  delaine,  degrade*.  01  me  nminate  any 
person. 

In  either  case  I  lit*  committee  shall  afford  sin  h  poison  an  opportuni¬ 
ty  voluntarily  to  appear  as  a  witness,  and  receive  and  dispose  ol 
requests  from  such  person  to  subpoena  additional  witnesses. 

<(»)  Except  as  provided  in  subparagraph  <a»,  the*  chairman  shall 
receive  and  the  committee  shall  disjxise  ol  n*qm  sts  to  subpoena  ad¬ 
ditional  witnesses 

(7)  No  evidence  or  testimony  taken  in  executive*  session  may  he 
released  or  used  in  public  sessions  without  tin*  consent  ol  tin  com 
mittee. 


I-W|  In  (he  discretion  ol  the  committee,  witnesses  may  submit  brief 
and  pertinent  sworn  statements  in  writing  for  inclusion  in  the 
record.  The  committee  is  the  sole  judge  of  the  pertinency  of  testi¬ 
mony  and  evidence*  adduced  at  its  hearing. 

('-h  A  witness  may  obtain  a  transcript  copy  of  his  testimony  given 
at  a  public  session  or,  if  given  at  an  executive  session,  when  au¬ 
thorized  hy  the*  committee*. 

Committee  proeedures  for  reporting  hills  and  resolutions 

1 1  h  1  m  A i  It  shall  Im*  the  duty  of  the  chairman  of  each  committee  to 
report  or  cause  to  he  reported  promptly  to  the  House  any  measure 
approved  hy  the  committee  and  to  take  or  cause  to  he*  taken  neces¬ 
sary  steps  to  bring  a  matter  to  a  vote. 

* jb  In  any  event,  the  report  of  any  committee  on  a  measure 
which  has  been  approved  hy  the  committee*  shall  be  Hied  within 
seven  calendar  days  (exclusive  of  days  on  whic  h  the*  House  is  not  in 
session y  after  the  day  on  which  there  has  been  Hied  with  tin*  clerk 
ol  tin*  committee  a  written  request,  signed  by  a  majority  of  the 
members  of  the  committee,  for  the  reporting  of  that  measure  Upon 
the  filing,  of  any  such  request,  the  clerk  of  the  committee  shall 
transmit  immediately  to  the  chairman  of  the*  commit  too  notice  of 
llu*  filing  of  that  request.  This  subdivision  does  not  apply  to  the  re¬ 
porting  of  a  regular  appropriation  bill  hy  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations  prior  to  compliance  with  subdivision  (O  and  does  not 
apply  to  a  report  of  the  Committee  on  Rules  with  respect  to  the 
rub  s.  joint  rules,  or  order  of  business  of  the  House  or  to  the  report¬ 
ing  ol  a  resolution  of  inquiry  addressed  to  the  head  of  an  executive 
department. 

<2mAi  No  measure*  or  recommendation  shall  In*  reported  Irom  any 
commit  lee  unless  a  majority  of  the  committee  was  actually  present 

HI)  With  respect  to  each  roll  call  vote  on  a  motion  tei  report  any 
hill  or  resolution  of  a  public  character,  the  total  number  of  votes 
cast  lor,  and  the  total  number  of  votes  cast  against,  the  reporting 
ed  such  hill  or  resolution  shall  be  included  in  the  committee  report. 

,;b  The  report  of  any  committee  on  a  measure  which  has  been 
approved  hy  the  committee*  (A)  shall  include  the  oversight  findings 
and  recommendations  required  pursuant  to  clause  2(bw  1 )  of  Rule  X 
separately  set  out  and  clearly  identified;  (B)  the  statement  required 
hy  sect  ion  .’lONtaMD  of  the  Congressional  Budget  Act  ol  l!»71,  sepa 
lately  set  out  and  clearly  identified,  if  the  measure  provides  new 
budget  authority  (other  than  continuing  appropriations),  new 
spending  authority  descril>ed  in  section  40l<cx2)  of  such  Act,  new 
credit  authority,  or  an  increase  or  decrease  in  revenues  or  tax  ex 
pendilures;  (C)  the  estimate  and  comparison  prepared  hy  the  Direc¬ 
tor  of  the  Congressional  Budget  OH  ice  under  section  10.7  of  such 
Act,  separately  set  out  and  clearly  identified,  whenever  the  Direc¬ 
tor  (if  timely  submitted  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  re|x>rt)  has  submit 
ted  such  estimate  and  comparison  to  the  committee;  and  (Dl  a  sum¬ 
mary  of  the  oversight  findings  and  recommendations  made  by  the 
Committee  on  Oovernment  Operations  under  clause  Iiex2»  of  Rule 
X  separately  set  out  and  clearly  identified  whenever  such  findings 
and  recommendations  have  been  submitted  to  the  legislative  com¬ 
mittee  in  a  timely  fashion  to  allow  an  opportunity  to  consider  such 
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findings  anti  recuioiMoinhii during  the  dr  lihi  f  n 

films  on  the*  menshfr 

(1)  Each  report  oFo  comnujirt*  on  each  lull  t n  joint  fi*HuhiUun  ul 
a.  piibtic  chanft^rjr  repurietf  by such  cnnnujiUv  shall  -cun  turn  a  tie 
tailed  analytical  statement  aft  tu  whether4  the  enact  meat  ol  such 
bilker  *on  iriih:  taw  may  hhVe  m\  Udhtibunir^  uhpitct  un 

prices  ami  cedis' in  t  he  n^/atum  ot  .1  hv  MHtiuual  economy 

(5i  If  a{  Uie  time  of  approval  of  any  u»f*nsu*c  <M’  Hvatipp  by  any 
coiHmcttei»;  pther  thipv  *h?  t-bpimiUee  im.  Rules,  any  member  of  (he 
committee  gives  notice -  of"  intention  to  fHr  supplcnfetilnf  minority, 
or  additional  views,  that  irit?rhtH?r  shhli ;<&»titji'*d  Ut  n/fi  »an:<  timu 
Uiree  calendar  day>  unhiding  Saturdays,  Kuudhys  jfcu#  tcg<d  half* 
days)  in  which  hi  fde  such  vo  ws  in  witing  <>od  s^owf  bv  Hint 
member,  with  the  clerk  ol  the  commit tee  A  U  such  vtcWo  K«\fdrd  by 
one  or  more  .members  of  ihe  rummittee  shall ; He  inctudiMi  within, 
and  shall  be  a  part  at  the  report  filed  bv  Up  with  re¬ 

spect  to  that  measure  nr  matter  T{le  rejwri  •»(  Hie  t  on*frnflop  U|h)U 
that  nufisuie  or  mauer  shat!  hr  pi  »pic4  m  o  Singly  volume 
•which— 

(A)  shall  include  all  suppkmrmfpf  t ruPoulv^  or  a < kill tonsil 
viows-  which  have  heea  .suhtniihd  by  Hi*  turn*  of  the  filing  ol 
the  report,  Bud 

(B)  shall  bear  ti|xm  its  cover  .>  rvv;U;d  (ti:U  nnv  :*>m*h  supple 
nierftai;  piinority .  of  DdddiiUpd  vicws  umd  dhy  uuOertpl  .sub¬ 
mitted  under  siihdivisiunSs  <(h  and  IFM  ol  ^td^aropnrph  ?'f It  ore 
ipduded  as  part  ol  (he  u-port 

fins  Hjjhpnragmph  flws  not  preclude— 

til  the  immediate  filing  or  pi minting  nt  ;» '_c»if  unlit  fcw>  print 
iiniesH  •Utpdj.y  •  request.,  fur  the  upper itimi  v  to  file  SHppieinen  I  a  l . 
mrnurfty.  or  additional  iijis  hoeu  inode  ' h*  jiroTfih’d  by 

this  Kubparagraph;  or  ■  * 

tiil  the  Filing  by  any  such  ctmruntb'e  -of  any  Mifmh  uienUiJ 
Tepor!  upon  any  measure  or  rimMet  which  May  be  required  h>r 
the  correction  of  any  lefhmept  greyr  in  a  pi\>vfruu:«  n*twu»  nude 
by  I hat  exim invitee  upon  that  nW&P cc H c r 
tlti  ‘A  nteasure  or  matter  reported  hy  uhy  iMmftHlhH*  jrftbrvpt  the 
CiopTmiblee  pfi  Ruins  in  the  case  ol  *4  rt^.dtiihUfpidkftlg  lU^Hipr ‘the 
con^ideraHrm  #f  A  bill*  resolution;  or  attuu  aider  ol  hte-Hmss).  aboil 
nui  m  Hu?  Ifmist*  uriHl  the  Ihhd  r/plpudar  day,  e.y,> 

eluding  Saturdays.  Sundays,  and  tt^Uf  boUdavs  mV  wtiich  the ^report 
of  tlmi  edmmiHfe  Upon  that  t«ea«Mre  or  mutief  has  available 
to  the  Members  ol  the  House,  nr  a*  provided  by -sect  inn  r^Drpa  h  I  iff 
(he  CXulgr^kmat  Huiigei  Ad  uMhTd  hi  I  he  efiie  ol  a  ^ucUM.imi 
resolution  my  the  budget:  .-P^ovkitti.  /mn-eccr.  Thai  it  >hdh  always 
be  lh  order  to  cal?  up  fur  ephsidenit  it>ri,  nrdwt|hsiui»dmg  the  prove 
sions  of  clause  4tbk  Rule  XI.  n  repot  t  from  I  he  Cumndtvee  *«»  Hvtles 
speeificnHy  prnviduiff  iur  the  ■  consideration  «»(  p  reported  Ofcnsure 
or  matter  not  wdtliMt and ip.g  *  I v is  reMrldioit  ll  heavh>gs  have  been 
held  on  ahy  such  mensiiVe  nr  nnrtter  so  n‘purlt‘d,  the  commUiev  re 
p<irtipg  the  meusvtre  Ur  lihiftef  shall  nmket  over y  HfipsUbolde  effort 
to  have  such  hearings  prinhTl  and  ovuilnhie  In*  ihslrihoium  to  the 
Members  of  the  flous**  firior  to  the  eonshl»n;dinn  ol  such  measuM1 
or  matter  in  the  !fr»ns«*  I'hrs  suluKiragraph  sh.di  jrot  apply  to — 


:  >A  f  myy  treasure  for  the  declaration  «j  war.  ^  the  tJWlnni 
Non  d  a  roHionid  emergency,  by  fhe  Congress;  or 
tfM  any  .dt’fiston,  determination,  or  adion  by  a  (hvyernmeni 
U^tutty  which  would  become  or  continue  to  he,  effective  unless 
dtsnppruved  oy  otherwise  invalidated  %  orte  or  Inith  Houses  ol 
i  origress. 

f  ar  the  purposes  of  the  preceding  sentence^  Uovernment  agency 
litcliidi>,  uny  depLirtnient,  agency,  establishment,  wholly  owned 
Uovin  twtm  aifpumUon,  or  instrumeptuiity  uf  the  PedetJij  Uover»>- 
nntd  Ur  the  government  of  the  District  off /dumb  i  a 
f7)  If.  witjun  eeveiy culondor  days  after  a  measure  bus,  by  rcsubii- 
nm;.bi.vii  tnnde.m  uei|0r#f;tiumtderation  by  Hie  Hou^f  nd  motion 
Inis  1hh«i  pfjert^i  UmH.  the  House  consider  that  mem»e  i*ny 
ihmotKM  of  Hie  xoonmi bH.v.wt>kh  reported  that  meanure  m/tv  Yn  ree- 
oKH.wd  m  the  discretion the  Speaker  to  oHer  a  motion  that  t?^ 
Hoiim^  Klmll . mnsidfrr  :tNjitv^i3b)nB*,ir  that  committee  hm  duly  m- 
<hon/-|Ht  that  member  4m ^  that  motion 

PoH  tr  to  *j(  rind  nrf;  xubpnena  power 

For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  »ny  of  its  futictiona  and 
cmluv,  under  this  rule  and  Rule  X  (including  any  mutters  referred 
u  i  _  under  f'laust*  o  of  Rule  Xk  any  committee,  or  any  sulx*ammit- 
•°  •  derail.  i$  authorized  (subject  to  subparagraph  r2MA)  of  this 
paragraph  i~  a 

_  i  A»  to  &ii  aiuf  act  alijuch  tunes  and  places  within  the  United 
states,  whether  the  llnuse  is  in  ^ssion,  has  recessed,  or  has 
adjourned,  and.  tn  bold  s^h,,bearKiesr  afid  - 
(MI  to  reqdtri^  pt  oMterwis?,  tfu?  aliendunce  and 

Icshiitony  ol  such- .witness,  and  the  production  of  such  books, 
records.  •  tm.pbra,  and  docu 

tHHits  as  it  iieem$  n&c&ssary. 

cbairmmt.  of  tbf  commit im,  or  any  member  designated  by 
■suth  chairman,  may  administer  oaths  hi  any  witness 

A)  A  stibpoena  may  be  authorized  and  issued  by  n  committee 
or  suivumrmttee  under  f<^ph  H MR#  m  the  conduct  of  any 

j?vvvs!ig?«tion  or  series  ot  or  .activities,  only  when  mi 

$  Of.u.en  1;^  a  majority  t«f  :  «^;nvWrs:  vpljpg,  -a  majority  being 

present  The  ptiwer  to  puth/uire  mid  issue  rtubpoenus  under  sub- 
paragraph  »  f  hB'  may  b*»  •  *  t  P‘»  f  he'  chairman  of  the  commit- 
5e»  pur^iont  to >tJeh  ?uu  umw  mvh  limitations  as  the  com- 
mturn-mm  Prescribe  Authorised  subpoenas  shot  I  be  signed  by  the 
chairing  uf  the  committee  or  by  any  member  dt^ignuu»d  bv  the 
rornPoitPv  w 

(HM  'iiiiinliumv  with  any  suhjiuena  issue,!  |,y  a  cnmmillm*  or  sub 
wiftos^s^njph  (lltBl  nisy  !,e>nforciid  only  os  m> 
Umri/M  .H  dirfecU*d  by  the  House. 

Vxi  of  rommiltee  fuiuht  tot  Irnwl 

Mi«ii  Fii't.J.x;  authorized  for  n  committee  ussier  douse  bare  lot 
t.‘xjK,‘Hsos  sneumd  in  Urtt  comtoittee's  activiliss;  however,  iuen!  car- 
«-i.< k-s  :n»«)d  by  the  Untied  State  shni!  be  «>adt.  ovnifobte  to  the 
eoninsittse  and  its  empfoy..*s  engaged  irt  carrying  out  their  odiciai 
dut»<*s  outside  the  United  Stales,  its  territories  or  poH&i'Hsions.  No 
appropriated  funds,  uidudisig  Ihuse  authorized  under  clmisi'  r». 
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*tvaU  tx*  expended  Tor  the  purple  of  defraying;  of  .mem- 

bers  of  the  committee  or  it*  employees  in  any  equity  where  load 
currencies  are  available  for  this  purl *w;  mid  Mmm  condi 
lion*  ahfiU  apply  with  respect  to  travel  outside  the  UnPed  Obm*  or 

ilfrUrutorfe*  mpzm&sionz  , 

iAIHo  member  or  employee  of  the  eomniittee  *hall  receive 
Of  MfwUf  tell  rurrendea  for  subsistence  in  any  country  lor 
fifty  fay  M  #  to te  ift  excess  of  the  maximum  per  diem  set  forth 
in  applicable  federal  law,  or  it  (be  Member  or  employe  && 
imhunsed  fa/  any  expenses  for  such  day,  then  (he  lesser  of  the 
per  diem  or  the  actual,  unreimbursod  eX|wnses  luther  Ilian  for 
transportation)  incurred  by  the  Member  Or  imijdoyev  dun  op 
that  day. 

(0)  Each  member  or  employee  of  the  Committee  shill  make 
to  the  chairman  of  the  coir,  mil  tee  an  fatpimf  ******  showing, 
the  dates  each  country  was  visited,  the  amount  of  per  diem 
furnished,  the  cost  a(  transport M ion  furnished,  any  binds  ex- 
jiended  fur  any  other  affitud  pUfjxfc**  amt  shall  suummmo  in 
these  categories  the  Mjtl  foreign  currencies  iintHnr  appropri¬ 
ated  funds  expended  All  such  individual  reports  shull  -be  fijeil 
no  later  than  sixty  days  bdlnwinp  (ho  completion  of  travel  with 
the  chairman  of  the  committee  jV»r  M*e  m  mmptyjng  with  re 
port  i or  lequinnneiUs  in  oppltUfbk.'  I*  e*  lend  law  and  shpli  1m* 
upen  for  public  inspection 

i-oi  f*t  carrying  out  the  commits*-! ’s  oehydic*  mHitNtde  «l  the 
X<nltfci  try  w he**  loco l  cumlt«:««  are  imovad; 

able  h  •  >  ‘of  the  namiuMce  may  smt  receive  re 

iaihur  HI  -  f r.t  her  Hum  fm  in  excess 

of  the  o  *  -t  forth  m  apphvuhh  Fedeml  low.  or  it 

the-  ijtf  mb*  •.  is  reind^fsed :ft*f  any  h>r  such 

day,  if-:  -  iy;r  dhUTI  ur  i/mrjmhun^  ex¬ 

penses  t Ivt'S-'  H'ir-'  if jjf o|«ir tiilHiPf I  r frsdj  (fi  thememher  t*r 
employee  during  any  day 

<Sl  A  member  or  employee  of  a  commit !<v  may  mg  receive  re}  ip* 
burserTient  for  the  cost  of  any  trbftaporMH&n  u*  with 

travel  outside  of  the  United  Slat  vs  unites  the  member  v>?  employee 
has  actually  pa/d  for  the  transport niimi 
Hi  The-  restrictions' 'travel  nui^-de  ol  the  umied  5tate* 
-set  forth- m  subps ragr  aphis i&l- ahd'  t-h  Mud)  upjdy  in  Inwd  out- 

side  of  the  Uniled  Staffs  ^  Mvmliery  oifi^So.  and  evupluytft-s  of 
the  Bouse  authored  under  clause  J*  of  Rule,  f,  clause  hi?)  of  this 
yule,  or  any  other  promise  of  I besv  Uub^  .o)  §b#  of  Ifepre 

senUdives.  :  ... 

ijtf  No  i&W.  ^rpenties. ^p0.  by  1 1mled  may  tie-made 

available  under  this  paragraph  fo*  the  outside  of  l he  United 
States  for  defraying  the  exjvnscs  at  u  .mpmber  of  :«n*  committee 
after—  .  .  >  . 

tA>  the  date  of  ihe  general  *?k».tiwn  *d  Meinborh  m  which  the 
MemU’f  Um  ml  beep  eleeiHi  tu  tht^  wimn'dioa  or 

itii’-itt  the  case  uf  a.  Meirdier  whoiH  tu)\  n  candidate  id  such 
general  elect  ion,  the  earlier  of  the  dhbvut  ^ui-h  . general  election 
or  the  adjournment  sine  die  of  the' hist  regular  *<**o>n  of  the 
(•impress 


Hr<»udc;i»rm$ -pl.i iii'iitinltlM  Clearings 

d  un  It  is  Hie  purfKise  of^bis  clause  (o  provide  a  menus,  in  con 
foriidty  with  acceptable  fiikmdards  of  dignity,  prupriety,  at ul  deco 
run i -  by  which  committee  hearings,  or  committee  meetings,  which 
art?  open  to  the  public  n>ay  be  covered,  by  television  broadcast, 
radio  broadcast,  and  still  photography,  or  by  any  of  such  methods 
of  coverage— 

ill  for  tlie  education,  enlightenment y  and  infdrmatinh  of  (he 
general  public,  on  the  banis  of  accurate  and  uof>;nli«;d  news 
vOverago,  regarding  the  operations,  procedures,  and  practices 
of  the  House  ns  a  logislative  arid  representative  body  and  re- 
gmding  the  measures,:  pubtfe.  b^ues.  and  other  m u Her?  tw>fore 
the  House  and  its  vommutees .  the  consHlenilmn  iffvre.ut;  ohd 
I  he  action  taken  thereon:  and 

jur  the  dtivefripoient  at  the  perspective  ami ^udet^landlhg 
ol  Hie  general  public  with  respect  io  the  rule  and  hinction  «f 
I  ho  House  under  the  Cbnsttttition  uf  (fre  Unilrrl  SMen  ai» 
of  the  Fedt  rnl  (Jovemmwtit.. 

do  in  addition,  if  isthiirilenl  uf  this  clause  ibat  radio  a.nd  u;hvve 
stum  lark’s  and  KliMsion  film  of  any  coverage  unde*?,  fhtff  daose 
shall  m&  Ih*  nsoii  or  made  available  h>r  use, :««  partis;m  puhUcal 
Vamppigh  material  to  promote  or  oppose*  Hh*  of  tjnV 

juu sun  Pa  elective- public  ufhe/r. 

^  k:*  h  ah,  (aHher,  the  intent  uf  this  clause  that  tiuv  pern- rut Von 
dierl  uf  txieh  meeting  (whether  of  a  hearing  or  otbprwis4*t  c</vt  red. 
under  Vitiihurtiy  uC  this  clause,  by  televiton  br/iadlcasf  ,  r5uhn  broad¬ 
cast.  fi»vl  SUM  photography,  or  by  any  Uf  such  met'litx'fc  Id  rovx'rnge. 
ami  (tie  persona)  hehovinr  of  the  commiitee  mi-m tn-rs  and 
other  .Hover Uiheul  .'oiligiafs.  and  personnel.  ■.witnfess'OS,  hde vision, 
radio,  and  press  media  personnel,  and  the  general  public  at  the 
hearing  or  other  meeting  shall  be  in  ytdct  cottforjnity  wlih  ^iidCbb 
servance  of  the  acceptable  standards  of  dignity,  propriety  courtesy, 
and  decorum  traditiunaUv  observed  by  the  Him^e  in  its  jouh 

a  f  ul  si  in  II  not  be  such  as  b>— 

U  ‘  dtsiort  the  objects  and  purpose;?  of  the  hearing  ur  other 
nieeiing  dr  the  iic.tiyit.ies  of  comfnitteo  niembers  m  coifni'Ction 
with  that  hearing  or  meeting  or  in  cohri<x*t»on  with  the  geneml 
work  irf  tlw  commiUy«  or  uf  the  Houae^  or 

\2>  vii>;t  disried/i  o?  dishonor  on  the  Hiyii.se,  the  eommiMw.  n; 
aryy  Member  m  bring  the  House,  the  comnvd uny 
Member  mte»  disrepute 

<d»  The  coyeragj&  uf  committee  henritigs  and  nieeitngs  by  teievi- 
SiOn  - ^  hrtiijchmsf;  radio  broadcast,  *\r  $lt\\  photography  is  a  privilege 
made  available  by  the  House  and  shall  be  permltied  and  conducted 
only  in  strict  conformity  with  the  purpose!*,  provisions,  und  require¬ 
ments  of  this  clause 

fe*  Whenever  any  heafing  or  meeting  conducted  by  any  commit 
lee  ol  the  House  »s  open  to  the  public,  ih#(  commiHee  may  pemui, 
by  majority  vote- of  the  .committee,  that  hearing  uf  meeting  jo  In- 
covered.  In  whole  or  in  part,  by  television  broadcast,  radio  broad 
cast,  and  still  photography,  ur  by  any  cf  such  methods  of  coverage, 
but  only  under  such  written  rules  as  the  committee  indy  adopt -in 
accordance  wjth  the  purposes,  provisions,  and  rexfiiiremehts ;  i>f  this 
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clause:  Proviihil,  howrvcr.  Each  committee  or  subcommittee  chair¬ 
man  shall  determine,  in  his  discretion,  the  number  of  television 
and  still  cameras  permitted  in  a  hearing  or  meeting  room 

(f)  The  written  rules  which  may  be  adopted  by  a  committee 
under  paragraph  (o)  of  this  clause  shall  contain  provisions  to  the* 
following  effect: 

(1)  If  the  television  or  radio  coverage  of  the  hearing  or  meet¬ 
ing  is  to  be  presented  to  the  public  as  live  coverage,  that  cover¬ 
age  shall  be  conducted  and  presented  without  commercial 
sponsorship. 

(2l  No  witness  served  with  a  subpoena  by  the  committee 
shall  be  required  against  his  or  her  will  to  he  photographed  at 
any  hearing  or  to  give  evidence  or  testimony  while  the  broad¬ 
casting  of  that  hearing,  by  radio  or  television,  is  being  conduct¬ 
ed.  At  the  request  of  any  such  witness  who  does  not  wish  to  be 
subjected  to  radio,  television,  or  still  photography  coverage,  all 
lenses  shall  be  covered  and  all  microphones  used  for  coverage 
turned  off.  This  subparagraph  is  supplementary  to  clause 
2(kM5)  of  this  rule,  relating  to  the  protection  of  the  rights  of 
witnesses 

(2)  The  allocation  among  the  television  media  of  the  posi¬ 
tions  of  the  number  of  television  cameras  permitted  by  a  com¬ 
mittee  or  subcommittee  chairman  in  a  hearing  or  meeting 
room  shall  be  in  accordance  with  fair  and  equitable  procedures 
devised  by  the  Executive  Committee  of  tin*  Radio  and  Televi¬ 
sion  Correspondents’  (ia Meries. 

(4)  Television  cameras  shall  he  placed  so  as  not  to  obstruct  in 
any  way  the  space  between  any  witness  giving  evidence  or  tes¬ 
timony  and  any  member  of  the  committee  or  tin*  visibility  of 
that  witness  and  that  member  to  each  other 

t.r>)  Television  cameras  shall  operate  I  tom  fixed  positions  but 
shall  not  be  placed  in  positions  which  obstruct  unnecessarily 
the  coverage  of  the  hearing  or  meeting  by  the  other  media 

(fi)  Equipment  necessary  for  coverage  by  the  television  and 
radio  media  shall  not  be  installed  in,  or  removed  from,  the 
hearing  or  meeting  room  while  I  he  committee  is  in  session 

(7)  Floodlights,  spotlights,  strobelights,  and  flashguns  shall 
not  be  used  in  providing  any  method  of  coverage  of  the  hearing 
or  meeting,  except  that  the  television  media  may  install  addi¬ 
tional  lighting  in  the  hearing  or  meeting  room,  without  cost  to 
the  Government,  in  order  to  raise  the  ambient  lighting  level  in 
the  hearing  or  meeting  room  to  the  lowest  level  necessary  to 
provide  adequate  television  coverage  of  the  hearing  or  meeting 
at  the  then  current  state  of  the  art  of  television  coverage. 

(8)  In  the  allocation  of  the  numlKT  of  still  photographers  per¬ 
mitted  by  a  committee  or  subcommittee  chairman  in  a  hearing 
or  meeting  room,  preference  shall  he  given  to  photographers 
from  Associated  Press  Photos  and  United  Press  International 
Newspictures.  If  requests  are  made  by  more  of  the  media  than 
will  be  permitted  by  a  committee  or  subcommittee  chairman 
for  coverage  of  the  hearing  or  meeting  by  still  photography, 
that  coverage  shall  be  made  on  the  basis  of  a  fair  and  equita¬ 
ble  pool  arrangement  devised  by  the  Standing  Committee  of 
Press  Photographers. 


,!h  Photographers  shall  not  position  themselves,  at  any  lime 
(luring  the  course  of  the  hearing  or  meeting,  between  the  wit 
ness  table  and  the  members  of  the  committee. 

(ItM  Photographers  shall  not  place  themselves  in  positions 
which  obstruct  unnecessarily  the  coverage  of  the  hearing  by 
the  other  media. 

(ID  Personnel  providing  coverage  by  the  television  and  radio 
media  shall  be  then  currently  accredited  to  the  Radio  and  Tele¬ 
vision  Correspondents’  Galleries. 

(12)  Personnel  providing  coverage  by  still  photography  shall 
he  then  currently  accredited  to  the  Press  Photographers’  Gal¬ 
lery. 

(DO  Personnel  providing  coverage  by  the  television  and  radio 
media  and  by  still  photography  shall  conduct  themselves  and 
their  coverage  activities  in  an  orderly  and  unobtrusive 
manner. 

Privileged  Reports  and  Amendments 

I  ' a i  The  following  committees  shall  have  leave  to  report  at  any 
time  on  the  matters  herein  stated,  namely:  The  Committee  on  Ap¬ 
propriations— on  general  appropriation  bills  and  on  joint  resolu¬ 
tions  continuing  appropriations  for  a  fiscal  year  if  reported  after 
September  |.r>  preceding  the  beginning  of  such  fiscal  year;  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  the  Budget — on  the  matters  required  to  be  reported  by 
such  committee  under  Titles  III  and  IV  of  the  Congressional 
Budget  Act  °l  1!>74;  the  Committee  on  House  Administration— on 
enrolled  bills,  contested  (‘lections,  and  all  matters  referred  to  it  of 
printing  lor  the  use  of  the  House  or  the  two  Houses,  and  on  all 
matters  of  expenditure  of  the  contingent  fund  of  the  House,  and  on 
all  matteis  relating  to  preservation  and  availability  of  noncurrent 
records  of  the  House  under  rule  XXXVI;  the  Committee  on  Rules— 
on  rules,  joint  rules,  and  the  order  of  business;  and  the  Committee 
on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct — on  resolutions  recommending 
action  by  the  House  of  Representatives  with  respect  to  an  individ¬ 
ual  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  House  of  Representatives 
as  a  result  of  any  investigation  by  the  committee  relating  to  the 
official  conduct  ol  such  Member,  officer,  or  employee  of  the  House 
ol  Representatives. 

(b)  It  shall  always  be  in  order  to  call  up  for  consideration  a 
report  from  the  Committee  on  Rules  on  a  rule,  joint  rule,  or  the 
order  ol  business  (except  it  shall  not  be  called  up  for  consideration 
on  the  same  day  it  is  presented  to  the  House,  unless  so  determined 
!>v  a  vote  of  not  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  Meml>ers  voting,  but 
this  provision  shall  not  apply  during  the  last  three  days  of  the  ses¬ 
sion).  and,  | Raiding  the  consideration  thereof,  the  Speaker  may  en¬ 
tertain  one  motion  that  the  House  adjourn;  but  after  the  result  is 
announced  the  Speaker  shall  not  entertain  any  other  dilatory 
motion  until  the  report  shall  have  been  fully  disposed  of.  The  Com- 
mittoe  on  Rules  shall  not  re|)ort  any  rule  or  order  which  provides 
that  business  under  clause  7  of  Rule  XXIV  shall  be  set  aside  by  a 
vote  ol  less  than  two-thirds  of  the  Members  present;  nor  shall  it 
report  any  rule  or  order  which  would  prevent  the  motion  to  recom¬ 
mit  I  mm  being  made  as  provided  in  clause  4  of  Rule  XVI 
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(c)  The  Committee  on  Rules  shall  present  to  the  Mouse  re|>orts 
concerning  rules,  joint  rules,  and  order  of  business,  within  three 
legislative  days  of  the  time  when  the  bill  or  resolution  involved  is 
ordered  reported  by  the  committee.  If  any  such  rule  or  order  is  not 
considered  immediately,  it  shall  be  referred  to  the  calendar  and,  if 
not  called  up  by  the  Member  making  the  re|>ort  within  seven  legis¬ 
lative  days  thereafter,  any  member  of  the  Rules  Committee  inny 
call  it  up  as  a  question  of  privilege  (but  only  on  the  day  after  the 
calendar  day  on  which  such  Member  announces  to  the  Mouse  his 
intention  to  do  so)  and  the  Speaker  shall  recognize  any  member  of 
the  Rules  Committee  seeking  recognition  for  that  purpose.  If  the 
Committee  on  Rules  makes  an  adverse  re|H>rt  on  any  resolution 
pending  before  the  committee,  providing  for  an  order  of  business 
for  the  consideration  by  the  House  of  any  public  bill  or  joint  resolu¬ 
tion,  on  days  when  it  shall  be  in  order  to  call  up  motions  to  dis¬ 
charge  committees  it  shall  be  in  order  for  any  Member  of  the 
House  to  call  up  for  consideration  by  the  Mouse  such  adverse 
report,  and  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  the  adoption  by  the  House 
of  such  resolution  adversely  reported  notwithstanding  the  adverse 
report  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  and  the  S|>enker  shall  recognize 
the  Member  seeking  recognition  for  that  purpose  as  a  question  of 
the  highest  privilege. 

(d)  Whenever  the  Committee  on  Rules  reports  a  resolution  re¬ 
pealing  or  amending  any  of  the  Rules  of  the  Mouse  of  Representa¬ 
tives  or  part  thereof  it  shall  include  in  its  report  or  in  an  accompa¬ 
nying  document — 

(1)  the  text  of  any  part  of  the  Rules  of  the  Mouse  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  which  is  proposed  to  be  repealed;  and 

(2)  a  comparative  print  of  any  part  of  the  resolution  making 
such  an  amendment  and  any  part  of  the  Rules  of  the  Mouse  of 
Representatives  to  be  amended,  showing  by  an  appropriate  ty¬ 
pographical  device  the  omissions  and  insertions  promised  to  be 
made 

Committee  Kxpenses 

.r>.  (a)  Whenever  any  committee,  commission  or  other  entity 
(except  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  and  the  Committee  on 
the  Budget)  is  to  be  granted  authorization  for  the  payment,  from 
the  contingent  fund  of  the  House,  of  its  expenses  in  any  year,  other 
than  those  expenses  to  be  paid  from  appropriations  provided  by 
statute,  such  authorization  initially  shall  be  procured  by  one  pri¬ 
mary  expense  resolution  for  the  committee,  commission  or  other 
entity  providing  funds  for  the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  commission  or  other  entity  for  that  year  from  the  contin¬ 
gent  fund  of  the  House.  Any  such  primary  exj>ense  resolution  re¬ 
ported  to  the  f louse  shall  not  be  considered  in  the  Mouse  unless  a 
printed  report  on  that  resolution  has  been  available  to  the  Mem¬ 
bers  of  the  House  for  at  least  one  calendar  day  prior  to  the  consid¬ 
eration  of  that  resolution  in  the  Mouse.  Such  report  shall,  for  the 
information  of  the  House — 

(1)  state  the  total  amount  of  the  funds  to  he  provided  to  the 
committee,  commission  or  other  entity  under  the  primary  ex¬ 


pense  resolution  lor  all  anticipated  activities  and  programs  ol 
the  committee,  commission  or  other  entity;  and 
(li)  to  the  extent  practicable,  contain  such  general  statements 
regarding  the  estimated  foreseeable  expenditures  for  the  re 
s|>ective  anticipated  activities  and  programs  of  the  committee, 
commission  or  other  entity  as  may  be  appropriate  to  provide 
the  Mouse  with  basic  estimates  witn  respect  to  the  expenditure 
generally  of  the  funds  to  be  provided  to  the  committee,  com¬ 
mission  or  other  entity  under  the  primary  expense  resolution. 

•hi  After  the  date  of  adoption  by  the  House  of  any  such  primary 
expense  resolution  for  any  such  committee,  commission  or  other 
entity  for  any  year,  authorization  for  the  payment  from  the  contin¬ 
gent  fund  of  additional  expenses  of  such  committee,  commission  or 
other  entity  in  that  year,  other  than  those  expenses  to  !>e  paid 
from  appropriations  provided  by  statute,  may  be  procured  by  one 
or  more  supplemental  expense  resolutions  for  that  committee,  com¬ 
mission  or  other  entity  as  necesssary.  Any  such  supplemental  ex¬ 
pense  resolution  reported  to  the  House  shall  not  be  considered  in 
the  Mouse  unless  a  printed  report  on  that  resolution  has  been 
available  to  the  Members  of  the  House  for  at  least  one  calendar 
day  prior  to  the  consideration  of  that  resolution  in  the  House.  Such 
report  shall,  for  the  information  of  the  House — 

•  1)  state  the  total  amount  of  additional  funds  to  he  provided 
to  the  committee,  commission  or  other  entity  under  the  supple¬ 
mental  expense  resolution  and  the  purpose  or  purposes  for 
which  those  additional  funds  are  to  be  used  by  the  committee, 
commission  or  other  entity;  and 

<2i  state  the  reason  or  reasons  for  the  failure  to  procure  the 
additional  funds  for  the  committee,  commission  or  other  entity 
by  means  of  the  primary  expense  resolution. 

•  (  )  The  preceding  provisions  of  this  clause  do  not  apply  to — 

<  1 1  any  resolution  providing  for  the  payment  from  the  contin¬ 
gent  fund  of  the  Mouse  of  sums  necessary  to  pay  compensation 
for  staff  service's  performed  for,  or  to  pay  other  expenses  of, 
any  committee,  commission  or  other  entity  at  any  time  from 
and  after  the  beginning  of  any  year  and  before  the  date  of 
adoption  by  the  Mouse  of  the  primary  expense  resolution  pro¬ 
viding  funds  to  pay  the  excuses  of  that  committee,  commis¬ 
sion  or  other  entity  for  that  year;  or 

•  2)  any  resolution  providing  in  any  Congress,  for  all  of  the 
standing  committees  of  the  House,  additional  office  equipment, 
airmail  and  special  delivery  postage  stamps,  supplies,  stall  per¬ 
sonnel,  or  any  other  specific  item  for  the  operation  of  the 
standing  committees,  and  containing  an  authorization  for  the 
pay  merit  from  the  contingent  fund  of  the  House  of  the  ex- 
lenses  of  any  of  the  foregoing  items  provided  by  that  resolu¬ 
tion,  subject  to  and  until  enactment  of  the  provisions  of  the* 
resolution  as  jermanent  law. 

(d >  From  the  funds  provided  for  the  appointment  of  committee 
staff  pursuant  to  primary  and  additional  expense  resolutions — 

(1)  The  chairman  of  each  standing  subcommittee  of  a  stand¬ 
ing  committee  of  the  House  is  authorized  to  appoint  one  staff 
member  who  shall  serve  at  the  pleasure  of  the  subcommittee 
chairman. 
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(2)  The  ranking  minority  party  memlx*t  of  each  standing 
subcommittee  on  each  standing  committee  of  the  House  is  au¬ 
thorized  to  appoint  one  staff  person  who  shall  serve  at  the 
pleasure  of  the  ranking  minority  party  member. 

(3)  The  staff  members  appointed  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  shall  be  compensated  at  a  rate  de¬ 
termined  by  the  subcommittee  chairman  not  to  exceed  (A)  75 
per  centum  of  the  maximum  established  in  paragraph  (c)  of 
clause  (>  or  (B)  the  rate  paid  the  staff  meml>ei  appointed  pursu¬ 
ant  to  subparagraph  (I)  of  this  paragraph 

(4)  For  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph.  (A>  there  shall  Ik*  no 
more  than  six  standing  subcommittees  of  each  standing  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  House,  except  for  the  Committi*e  on  Appropria¬ 
tions,  and  (B)  no  member  shall  appoint  more  than  one  person 
pursuant  to  the  above  provisions. 

(5)  The  staff  positions  made  available  to  the  subcommittee 
chairman  and  ranking  minority  party  members  pursuant  to 
subparagraphs  (1)  and  (2)  of  this  paragraph  shall  be  made 
available  from  the  staff  positions  provided  under  clause  f>  of 
Rule  XI  unless  such  staff  positions  are  made  available  pursu¬ 
ant  to  a  primary  or  additional  expense  resolution. 

(e)  No  primary  expense  resolution  or  additional  expense  resolu¬ 
tion  of  a  committee  may  provide  for  the  payment  or  reimburse¬ 
ment  of  expenses  incurred  by  any  member  of  the  committee  for 
travel  by  the  member  after  the  date  of  the  general  election  of 
Members  in  which  the  Member  is  not  elected  to  the  succeeding 
Congress,  or  in  the  case  of  a  Member  who  is  not  a  candidate  in 
such  general  election,  the  earlier  of  the  date  of  such  general  elec¬ 
tion  or  the  adjournment  sine  die  of  the  last  regular  session  of  the 
Congress. 

(fill)  For  continuance*  of  necessary  investigations  and  studies 
by— 

(A)  each  standing  committee  and  select  committee  estab¬ 
lished  by  these  rules;  and 

(B)  except  as  provided  in  subparagraph  i2»,  each  select  com¬ 
mittee  established  by  resolution; 

there  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  contingent  fund  of  the  House  such 
amounts  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  period  beginning  at  noon  on 
January  3  and  ending  at  midnight  on  March  31  of  each  year. 

(2)  In  the  case  of  the  first  session  of  a  Congress,  amounts  shall  lx* 
made  available  under  this  paragraph  for  a  select  committee  estab¬ 
lished  by  resolution  in  the  preceding  Congress  only  if— 

(A)  a  reestablishing  resolution  for  such  select  committee  is 
introduced  in  the  present  Congress;  and 

<B)  no  resolution  of  the  preceding  Congress  provided  for  ter¬ 
mination  of  funding  of  investigations  and  studies  by  such  select 
committee  at  or  before  the  end  of  the  preceding  Congress. 

(3)  Each  committee  receiving  amounts  under  this  paragraph 
shall  be  entitled,  for  each  month  in  the  period  specified  in  subpara¬ 
graph  (1),  to  9  percentum  (or  such  lesser  percent  uni  as  may  be  de¬ 
termined  by  the  Committee  on  House  Administration)  of  the  total 
annualized  amount  made  available  under  expense  resolutions  for 
such  committee  in  the  preceding  session  of  Congress 
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(  l)  Payments  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  made  on  vouchers 
authorized  hy  the  committee  involved,  signed  by  the  chairman  of 
such  committee,  except  ns  provided  in  subparagraph  (5),  and  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Committee  on  House  Administration. 

(5)  Notwithstanding  any  provision  of  law,  rule  of  the  House,  or 
other  authority,  from  noon  on  January  3  of  the  first  session  of  a 
Congress,  until  the  election  by  the  House*  of  the  committee  involved 
in  that  Congress,  payments  under  this  paragraph  shall  he  made  on 
vouchors  signed  hy — 

(A)  the  chairman  of  such  committee  as  constituted  at  tin* 
close  of  the  preceding  Congress;  or 

iB)  if  such  chairman  is  not  a  Member  in  the  present  Con¬ 
gress,  the  ranking  majority  party  member  of  such  committee 
as  constituted  at  the  close  of  the  preceding  Congress  who  is  a 
Member  in  the  present  Congress. 

Mix  A)  The  authority  of  a  committee  to  incur  expenses  under  this 
paragraph  shall  expire  upon  agreement  by  the  House  to  a  primary 
expense*  resolution  for  such  committee. 

(H)  Amounts  made  available  under  this  paragraph  shall  be  ex¬ 
pended  in  accordance  with  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  House  Administration. 

<C)  The  provisions  of  this  paragraph  shall  be  effective  only  inso¬ 
far  as  not  inconsistent  with  any  resolution,  re|>orted  hy  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  House  Administration  and  adopted  after  the  date  of 
adoption  of  these  rules. 

Committee  Staffs 

(».  < a  m  I  >  Subject  to  subparagraph  (2)  of  this  paragraph  and  para¬ 
graph  (f)  of  this  clause,  each  standing  committee  may  appoint,  by 
majority  vote  of  the  committee,  not  more  than  eighteen  profession¬ 
al  stuff  members.  Each  professional  staff  memlier  appointed  under 
this  subparagraph  shall  be  assigned  to  the  chairman  and  the  rank¬ 
ing  minority  party  member  of  such  committee,  as  the  committee 
considers  advisable. 

(2)  Subject  to  paragraph  (0  of  this  clause,  whenever  a  majority  of 
the  minority  party  members  of  a  standing  committee  (except  the 
Committee  on  Standards  of  Official  Conduct  and  the  Permanent 
Select  Committee  on  Intelligence)  so  request,  not  more  than  six 
persons  may  be  selected,  hy  majority  vote  of  the  minority  party 
members,  for  appointment  by  the  committee  as  professional  staff 
memlx*rs  from  among  the  number  authorized  by  subparagraph  (1) 
of  this  paragraph.  The  committee  shall  appoint  any  persons  so  se¬ 
lected  whose  character  and  qualifications  are  acceptable  to  a  ma¬ 
jority  of  the  committee.  If  the  committee  determines  that  the  char¬ 
acter  and  qualifications  of  any  person  so  selected  are  unacceptable 
to  the  committee,  a  majority  of  the  minority  party  members  may 
select  other  persons  for  appointment  by  the  committee  to  the  pro¬ 
fessional  staii  until  such  appointment  is  made.  Each  professional 
staff  member  appointed  under  this  subparagraph  shall  be  assigned 
to  such  committee  business  as  the  minority  party  members  of  the 
committee  consider  advisable. 

(3)  The  professional  staff  members  of  each  standing  committee— 
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<A>  shall  not  fcngagf  in  «0>  work  other  than  i  anomltoo  busi¬ 
ness  during  congressional  Working  houm:  and 
(Bi  fJuill:  not  be  assigned  any  duties  »il*«  r  than  Ibusi*  peflujre 
ing  if}  co »mm»Hee  business 

(4)  Service  of  the  professional  elwwvmlpnk  wl  earn  skmdmg 
comm iHoe  may  be  t*rwm*aW«j  hy  majority  vote  of  the  wrnmukr 
<f>>  The  foregoing  provision**  of  ibis  pPragyaph do  oat  apply  tin  the 
t-ommiliec  on  : Appropriations  and  m*  i ho  Budget 

and  the  provisions  xrf  suhparagmpbs  kti  <ft)  and  Ulydomd  apply  An 
the  Committee'  on  Rules 

ibHU  The  clerical  staff  of.  each  standing  cummiitee  shall emtsisl 
’  Of  '.tHfi '  fw^fpih' tw  {vh  istl'te-lwl  .j  w  db#-  idfM'fc'dd  -.fin* 

i  -:  vd mh) y^cuty  \weiht*a<;yi  .^n«f  t htrp.ro- 

C'l ts >  ^?.fVsvh>vv^  iul'dft* .  iSutojeet  tt>  sub- 

fMT.-i^^W  of ;  *f*A »•'••. A*nf  pm^/oph  >AVdl  ih»s  rJiHiae, 
th.4-  CterHiVi*  «$W1*  vb*»t  he  .  r-i5av ':>>r  ^Ki^trrnti t/  - 

SEtJf*  &iUWyt  ,<j*  nrwhii-4  b'  *  '  ^ar^rupb  the 

;  U*t  tefcfc  *>uO-  Vhalf  h&lidff 

graphic  work  both  for  the  committee  $t#l|  and  loA  thy»  chojymiip 
and  the  ranking  minority  party  member 
nhUee*  work 

O  Subject  to  pflr'ngmph  (Dot  thi^TlhPH^  ^  Submit V  *)f 

the  utinmily  party  member*  <>1  a  i  M»*bnr  temimHrP  u*n*»pi.  the 
Committee  on  Standards  of  Oifeiaf  C^netbcf  ^i^  lhp 
Select  Committee  -on-  inteHigenee*  c**  retjiiesi  b>tir  ppi^mv  may  he 
selected,  by  majority  vote  of  the  rtutowd v  jiaftv  b*r.  ap 

point  merit  by  the  committee  to  position?  en  M**  «-b/ncvfi  t.dt  from 
among  the  numl>er  of  clerks  jaiitn&ril^ /bfy 

paragraph.  The  committee  shall  appoint  -hr  tbx^e  j^vntmn s  any 
person  so  selected  whose  character  >itd  oA^urcepto^ 

hie  to  a  majority  of  the  committee ,JT  the  <Hmi»udte* ^determines 
that  the  character  and  quaidiention:?  of  petSurt  ,«t*  ***|e*;tr<j  are 
unacceptable  to  the  committee,  i)  majority  id  <he  minority.  party 
members,  may  select  other  persons  hxr  anpoHd mooi  by  Mm  commit¬ 
tee  to  the  position  involved  on  the  •cleirf^it  Mail  unlit  such  appoint 
ment  is  made  Each  clerk  appointed  uwfefclW  scfhpafagrapb  shall 
handle  committee  eurrespondeivre  and  sh'nngiaphu  wo/k  for  the 
minority  party  member#  xsf  the  -cV^rtifT* vfor-" njyv  members  (if 
the  professional  staff  QflfyQi (Ued  opder  ^ubt^ragranh  \t\  of  para¬ 
graph  labof  this  clause  on  matters  related  to  cummittee  work 
t3)  Services  of  the  dertral  staff  menders  uf  t^ih  standing  mm- 
mittt^f  may  W  term iftb ted  by  majwty  vote  bf  A he  rbiptniitee: 

(4j  The  fDregoing  provisions  of  this  paragraph  <5o  not  «pply  Uribe 
t'ommittee  on  Appropriaf ions  and  the  Cuminith^  divflie  Hud^ei 
tc)  Each  employee  on  the  pUifesSiorial,  clerical  >nd  ^pvojfUgahrig 
staff  of  each  standing  committee  shall  be  ontilleU  to  pay  :h  u  Htrigie 
gross. per.  annum  rate,  to  he  fixed  by  the  chair'mwi^  which  do»>*  not 
exceed  the  maximum  rate  of  pay.  ns  in  effect  tr tun  dime  t<»  titrifc> 

under  aptdicable  provisions  of  fpw 

fd.l  Subject  to  appropriMihtis , h^teby  Odtbd^ v I .  the  (opmhnUee 
op  Appropriatidps.  and  Dtp  4Smtmii;Ue  ah  the  Hudttef  rnuv  appoint 
.such  staff,.,  in  addhkm  y?  the  Clerk  jberrhl  JUKI  ass.»5sU*pts  lor  the 
minority :  as  it  de(otj\lUtt^  Hv  Uta.prfily  vote  In  ho  nov-e-v^f •ulc'h 


juoyjomici.  Miluu*  U,i4nV;MV»noj ity ;ossistnnts  h»  posses^  smh  ipud ifu a 
{•<>h:  as  :h<  cojnrMdiep  H>;»y  prescribe 

no  N<»  appoint  to  its  Btpff  any  cxjtenAs  m  other 

pcf-Hohud  delmlfj(j  (ir  m^igned  from  any  department  of  ag^rucy  of 
f he  (hb'erivjuont ,.  vxcci>i  lv»th  the  written  iKTmisxhm  fd-bchp  tVifh- 
A.dnd nisi  rat t»p;' . 

>0  li  jr^toest  for  the  appointment  of  a  minonty  -  podvssiomii : 
slnil  m^fulior  pari’igraph  tat.  or  a  minority  cbrtel  staff 

Ammdier  uftdpr  Jpiri^*tjph  ibb  is  n\ade  wh(4n  no  vacancy  exists  to 
Vvliielv  ilfitl  spprnphneni  may  be  made,  the  coifirhiU^e  tiinyerl btslesB 
(fhuh  apfvhfd.  tiniffr  pijragraph  or  paragraph  Thb.  n.V 
the  petMm  Vph'HM  hy  I  he  minority  and  accept abte  fo  fbe  commit  - 
$$§  flu-  juuson  so  appoiOfed  .shall  serve  os  an  addition;^  mend>er 
ol  ihr  pn>te*siunid  staff  or  Abe  clerical  staff,  as  the  c-ise  nmy  f*e.  ol 
the  i/ifpiihtuee,  o.ml  shall  he  paid  from  the  contingent  fund,  ‘in til 
stu  h  ,i  racaHCy  lot  her  than  a  vacancy  in  the  position  of  head  of  the 
proh-sfiuindJ  shdT  by  whatever  title  designated!  occur;,  at  which 
fitPv  find  person  shah  be  deemed  to  have  been  appointed  l o  that 
yuCiipyy:  tf  ^pcH  vacancy  occutb  an  the  professional  stuff  when 
»n:en  m  ifoor#  p&m*nfi  have  lieen  so  appointed  who  are  ehgdde  fo 
fdl  ;t h;.*!-  vnc.aiicy»  a'  majority  of  the  minority  party  mernbius  shall 
d<*su‘«mtf«  Winch  *4  thnsi*  persons  shall  fUHhal  vaenney 

M’ul^ich  staH*  myud n* t  i jji|Xii t \ led  ph rkuhn t  to  a  n *». p n -d  h y  mi u i m 
ify  p  uiy  htembem  under  paragraph  or  du  pi  this  clause,  and 
each  stAtXjhtutib^r .  appointed  to  assist  mfbpnty  party  members  of  a 
cooumBee  |»ui’Suout  to  an  ex pe nse  resp I Ution  describes  1  in  para 
grpph  tfxi  v?r’  th*  of  clause  f»,  shall  bi»  accorded  equilablo  treatment 
nab  ns  poet  lo  the  fixing  oi  his  or  ttapr  rate  of  pay.  the  alignment 
l"  hi»h.  *)f  her  ,,}  ^ork  facilities.,  and  the  accessibility  in  him  or  her 
of  coovioiUeo  'eCUfdsi  . 

,<hf  Uurvigraphs  pitnpd  lb*  of  this  clause  shall  noi  be  construed  Ut 
-u.dhoi  17*'  t be  appujntmpfit  nf  additional  piofesyinn.M  m  clem  a! 

5 dull,  .hiffndkps -pf  a  ceminht4‘e  pursuant  to  a  request  un*1e-r  either  ot 
sm*h  MrMogAuphH  hy:l he  fnfpority  party  members  oftjmt  coitmiittee 
il  wr  more  pnifi^siona!  jstalf  members  or  four  &r  more  ciorienj 
stVdT  ’meipbor^.;  provided  fur  in  paragraph  mklj  <xr  pcmigtaph  t jb ¥  I  > 
of  this  t louse,  ms  the  ruse  may  be,  win*  are  >sat»iloc<ofy  in  a  majori¬ 
ty  h|  the  umiorUv  parly  members,  her  wise  ei§»febpd';lo- assist- 

fie*  miupriiy  party  fueinbers 

<iv  N«ifwiihslariding  paragraphs  <a«2l  and  ihK^I;  ?>  rrumoil lee  may 
employ  noupemisun  staff,  in  lieu  of  pf  In  addtti^n  in  cnmmUlee 
shvif  designated  exclusively  for  th^  majority  or  minority  party. 
Upon  ;m  afBrma.tiVe  vote  of  a  majority  of  the  membe'rs  of  the  ma 
jiMily  |Koty  and  ii  miyiuaty  oil  lie  members  m 'the .  !ui.m»nly  parly. 
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